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ABSTRACT
Strong writing skills are an essential element in all areas of life. Written
communication is pervasive in both daily life and the workplace. Yet nationwide studies
reveal that many students in America graduate from high school with insufficient writing
skills. Studies on writing instruction suggest that a shift to teaching writing as a process
rather than a product, presentation of quality individualized, focused feedback, and
teaching of metacognitive writing skills can help improve writing skills in high school
students. The purpose of this mixed methods action research was to determine how the
supplemental use of face-to-face writing conferences combined with digital Google
Classroom instruction in a blended learning environment impacts the writing and selfregulated learning skills of high school students. This study focused on two central
research questions 1) How does the supplemental use of writing conferences in a blended
learning setting with digital Google Classroom instruction affect the writing skills of high
school students? and 2) How do supplemental writing conferences in a blended learning
environment with digital Google Classroom instruction affect students’ self-regulated
learning skills?
This study incorporated the use of blended learning using Highlight Tool and
Google Classroom to develop a blended learning environment for an academic writing
unit based on the South Carolina College and Career Readiness Standards for English.
Data collection included several data sources. A teacher-made pre- and post-assessment
was used to measure impact on writing skills. The Self-Regulation Formative
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Questionnaire was used as a pre- and post-survey. Student interviews offered further
insight into assessment and survey data. Data were analyzed using a mixed methods
approach using descriptive statistics, paired samples t-tests, and the Wilcoxon Signed
Rank test to evaluate quantitative data. Thematic analysis was used to analyze qualitative
data. The study involved 21 participants enrolled in English 2. Findings indicate that
gains in application of writing skills between the pre- and post-assessment were
statistically significant. While qualitative data suggests participants also showed gains in
self-regulated learning skills, especially in goal-setting and task-analysis skills, increases
between the pre- and post-survey were not statistically significant. Recommendations and
implications for future practice and research are presented.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
National Context
Written communication is pervasive in both daily life, in the form of texting,
social media, and email, and the workplace, with 90% of white-collar workers and 80%
of blue-collar workers using some form of writing on a daily basis in their jobs (Graham
et al., 2014). Writing is also a key component of many standardized assessments and
other indicators of school performance (Mo et al., 2014). Additional studies indicate that
strong written communication is necessary for success, not only in all disciplines of
secondary education, but also in college and the workforce (National Writing Project &
Nagin, 2012).
Yet, despite this importance of strong written expression in school and the
workforce, there is a nationwide deficiency in writing skills of secondary students.
Nationwide, test scores and polls reflect plummeting skills in written communication.
According to the 2011 National Report Card, only 24% of high school seniors tested at
the proficient level in writing, which means that less than one-quarter of students in
America graduate high school with an adequate ability to communicate effectively
through writing (National Center for Education Statistics, 2012). Additionally, the
Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) in writing was first offered in March 2005. Test data
indicate there has been a gradual decline in writing scores on the SAT. In 2005, the mean
writing score was 497, but by 2016, the mean score on the writing test had decreased to
482
1

(College Entrance Examination Board, 2016). Students consistently struggle with written
communication nationwide due, in part, to a lack of direct writing instruction. Indeed, Mo
et. al. (2014) refer to writing as the “neglected R” in American education; the authors also
highlight that many high school writing assignments do not require students to deeply
analyze content or interpret ideas, as many writing curricula limit writing to short
response questions, which lead students to be ill-prepared for writing in college or the
workforce (Mo et al., 2014). More effective writing instruction will require students to
practice enhanced metacognitive processes, such as improving self-regulated learning
skills skills related to writing (Flanagan & Bouck, 2015). A shift towards building these
processes in writing will allow students to develop increased attention to purpose, task,
and audience; improved planning of content; and purposeful use of tone and disciplinary
vocabulary, all of which have been found to be lacking in the short summary-based
writing tasks typically assigned in secondary classrooms (Flanagan & Bouck, 2015).
In their 2011 survey of teachers and students, Applebee and Langer (2011) found
that extended writing tasks are surprisingly lacking in America’s high schools. The
survey data indicated that most students only complete about three pages of writing a
week across all subject areas combined. This indicates that students do not have many
opportunities to practice extending original written thought in cross-curricular concepts,
which is typical of writing in the workforce. Another key problem in writing instruction
nationwide lies with the disconnection between teaching students to write for success on
standardized tests and the expectations of writing skills in college and the workforce.
Writing that scores high on standardized tests is often limited in scope and follows a
specific, formulaic organization. For example, writing instruction for standardized tests
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instructs students to focus on limited ideas related only to the prompt on the test, and
ideas are expected to be presented in very limited order (topic sentence/claim, evidence,
explanation, conclusion) (Fanetti et al., 2010; Graham et al., 2014; Kiuhara et al., 2009).
Writing for college and the workforce is often expected to offer more in-depth
exploration of ideas that may span multiple content areas and undergo several revisions
before completion (Fanetti et al., 2010). A key result presented in interviews of high
school teachers and college professors is that, while many high school teachers “feel
compelled to teach to a test, college professors become frustrated with students who
perceive essays as five-paragraph formulas with formulaic claims” (Fanetti et al., 2010, p.
79).
A key suggestion for combatting these deficits in writing instruction across the
nation is to incorporate more authentic writing tasks presented to authentic audiences
(Applebee & Langer, 2011). The transition of writing instruction from a five-paragraph
formula to a multi-step process requiring students to truly tailor their knowledge to a
specific audience, task, purpose, and format would potentially address the gaps between
high school writing and writing for college and careers (Fanetti et al., 2010; Flanagan &
Bouck, 2015).
Local Context
The school where this study was completed is the only secondary school in an
economically depressed rural county in South Carolina, and it receives students from two
feeder middle schools in two widely differing socioeconomic areas of the county. The
school employs 49 full-time teachers, seven of whom teach English/Language Arts. The
student body at the time of this study was comprised of approximately 820 students, and
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the school had a graduation rate of about 86%. The student body consisted of 54%
African American students, 40% White students, 4% Hispanic students, and 3% mixed
race students. A total of 57% of the student body was on free or reduced lunch (South
Carolina Department of Education, 2018).
The school had a four-year graduation rate of 86.5%, which was slightly up from
previous years. For the 2017-18 school year, school performance data was based on
American College Testing (ACT) and End-of-Course Testing (EOC), both of which
feature a writing task. The school average score for the English I EOC was 64.4, which
was lower than the state average of 77; the school average for all EOC subject tests was
66.7, which was lower than the state average of 73.6. Scores on the ACT English test
taken by high school juniors reflect an average of 15.9, compared to a state average of
16.6 (South Carolina Department of Education, 2018). This testing data suggests that
students at the school are less prepared than many of their peers across the state to
communicate in writing.
During department meetings at the school, a common complaint among English
teachers is the difficulty to get students to complete grade-level writing that investigates
topics deeply enough to convey a clear idea. Other struggles noted by these English
teachers included poor organization, high levels of apathy towards writing assignments,
and extreme deficiencies in the use of Standard American English grammar and
mechanics.
In 2016, the school district adopted a new set of transfer goals in order to better
align with the recently published “Profile of the South Carolina Graduate” developed by
the Department of Education. This document realigns the academic priorities of the
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school from the traditional rote memorization of lectures to a more individualized skillsand goals-based format that is tailored to students’ post-secondary plans (South Carolina
Department of Education, 2018). This new realignment places increased emphasis on
academic rigor and student self-regulated learning skills.
Statement of the Problem
Effective written communication is a life skill used on a regular basis for common
real-world tasks, such as sending emails to potential employers, developing reports, or
writing essays for college (Soiferman, 2017b). Despite this importance, nationally based
test scores and polls reflect plummeting skills in written communication. According to
the 2011 National Report Card, only 24% of high school seniors tested at the proficient
level in writing, which means that less than one-quarter of students in America graduated
high school with a strong ability to communicate effectively in writing (National Center
for Education Statistics, 2012).With increased availability of 1:1 technology, the
application of blended learning to promote mastery of writing skills deserves some
investigation because of the potential to diagnose specific deficits for each student and
provide tailored instruction for those deficits (Chung et al., 2007; Dailey, 1991; Sagy et
al., 2009).
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this action research was to how the supplemental use of face-toface writing conferences combined with digital Google Classroom instruction in a
blended learning environment impacts the writing and self-regulated learning skills of
high school students.
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Research Questions
This action research study addressed two research questions:
1. How does the supplemental use of writing conferences in a blended learning setting
with digital Google Classroom instruction affect the writing skills of high school
students?
2. How do supplemental writing conferences in a blended learning environment with
digital Google Classroom instruction affect students’ self-regulated learning skills?
Statement of Research Subjectivities and Positionality
I am a White, 31-year-old high school English/Language Arts teacher. I have been
teaching for ten years and was classically trained as an educator, which means I entered
the teaching profession as soon as I completed my undergraduate degree. I was a
GT/AP/honors student for my entire academic career, which means that I have little
firsthand understanding of what it means to struggle academically. However, after ten
years of work with academically struggling students who aspired to enter the workforce
after high school instead of attend college, I have begun to realize that the purpose of
high school is not to prepare every child for college, but rather to prepare every child
ultimately to be employable. This indicates a bias against traditional teaching of writing
(in the form of formulaic five-paragraph essays) in favor of more authentic forms of
writing, sometimes to the point of neglecting the teaching of writing for college-bound
students. To create an environment in which both college- and career-bound students are
given the instruction they need to be successful, I worked to individualize instruction
where necessary, and I tried to ensure that all learning targets and assessments are aligned
with state standards.

6

When I began my teaching career, I was much more in favor of traditional
education—classical literature, lecture-based instruction, and learning material purely for
the sake of being more intelligent. After three years of struggling to reach my students, I
began shifting my views on education to better ensure that I was able to meet the needs of
my students. I became drawn to project-based learning (PBL) and collaborative learning
through my master’s work. I learned that I enjoy experimenting with new methods for
classroom management and non-traditional approaches to the English curriculum that
incorporate soft skills and real-world literacies, while encouraging students to investigate
world issues, like social justice. As a result, I have developed the teaching philosophy
that students learn best when they are in a flexible, open environment that promotes
discussion, inquiry into a wide range of ideas and interests, and a wide variety of
literacies. My goal as a teacher is to prepare students to be informed, active citizens of
their world so they have the skills necessary to succeed in their future careers.
This view has earned me a place on my school’s personalized learning team, and
it affords me the opportunity to investigate ways to implement this new form of education
into my school environment, as well as share my passions with my colleagues. As a
member of my school’s new personalized learning team, I am learning to understand and
implement personalized, blended learning at my school. We work to determine needs and
methods to better prepare students for their personal, academic, and vocational goals. I
strive to help my co-workers understand how to adjust and effectively implement this
initiative throughout my school by presenting information during faculty meetings and
allowing my classroom to be used as an observation tool for other teachers hoping to
implement different teaching methods in their classrooms.
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The paradigm through which I view most of my teaching practice is pragmatism. I
am drawn to this paradigm because I believe that experience is a key aspect of learning. I
also like the pragmatist belief that research should address problems through practical
application of methods (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). As a teacher, I learn best how to
reach my students through both quantitative data from assessments and qualitative data
from observations and discussions about students’ perceived needs, and pragmatism
supports this idea of learning by testing the consequences of an action. This means that
my research will be shaded somewhat by my pragmatic worldview.
I conducted my research as an insider in the school where I work. In qualitative
research, it may be impossible to create complete researcher neutrality (Lincoln & Guba,
1985). Instead, my goal was to ensure that the data is trustworthy by ensuring that all
sides of the data were reported and analyzed (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). My research was
directed at determining practices that directly impact my specific classroom and where I
have a strong vested interest in the success of my students. I worked to remain conscious
of the potential conflict of interest my role as an insider might have created since I was
unable separate my role as a researcher and my role as a teacher. To help manage my
subjectivities and biases, I conscientiously and consistently reminded students that their
honesty was more valuable than giving me the feedback they thought I wanted to hear. I
also ensured that students and parents understood that their participation and feedback in
my research would have no bearing on quality of teaching or grades. One of the key ways
for researchers collecting qualitative data or mixed-methods data is to maintain prolonged
communication with stakeholders (Krefting, 1991). By keeping communication channels
open with my student participants and their parents, I minimized bias by allowing these
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key stakeholders to offer constructive feedback on my data. I also ensured that I did not
react to the data my students shared with me. By minimizing researcher reactivity (Lietz
& Zayas, 2010), I ensured that I accepted all data and continued to receive authentic data
from my students.
Definition of Terms
For the purpose of this research,
Blended learning will be generally defined as a formal education program in which a
student learns partly through online-delivered instruction of content with some degree of
student control over time, location, and pace and partly through more traditional face-toface instruction away from home (Staker & Horn, 2012).
Writing skills will be defined as the body of skills necessary to communicate ideas in
both academic and real-world media effectively, including planning, drafting, organizing
ideas, usage, tone, and grammar, (Soiferman, 2017a).
Self-regulated learning skills in writing will be defined as active, goal-directed selfcontrol of behavior, motivation, and cognition which is developed through forethought,
monitoring, control, and reflection on writing tasks (Zimmerman, 2000).

9

CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
The purpose of this action research was to how the supplemental use of face-toface writing conferences combined with digital Google Classroom instruction in a
blended learning environment impacts the writing and self-regulated learning skills of
high school students. My study addressed two research questions:
1. How does the supplemental use of writing conferences in a blended learning setting
with digital Google Classroom instruction affect the writing skills of high school
students?
2. How do supplemental writing conferences in a blended learning environment with
digital Google Classroom instruction affect students’ self-regulated learning skills?
For the purpose of this study, writing skills will mean the body of knowledge
students need to communicate independently and effectively in school, work, or daily life
(Cutler & Graham, 2008; Graham, 2006; Graham & Perin, 2007; Kiuhara et al., 2009;
Mason & Graham, 2008). The study investigated how the combination of the variables,
blended learning and technology-enhanced writing conferences, impacted writing skills
and self-regulated learning skills skills in a college preparatory English II class. The
electronic databases used to locate scholarly articles and dissertations on these variables
were ERIC, ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global, and Google Scholar. Various
combinations of the keywords used in research included blended learning, web-based
learning,computer-assisted instruction, conferences, student-teacher communication
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feedback, individualized instruction, writing, writing instruction, writing skills,
composition, self-regulated learning skills, metacognition, English, Language Arts, high
school, and secondary education. A key hurtle with these keywords was that most of the
sources located were on writing instruction for English as a Second Language classes or
STEM classes. Furthermore, most scholarly sources on blended learning and writing
focused on writing at the elementary level, rather than the high school. Initially, articles
published before 2011 were excluded in an attempt to work with more current research;
after removing this exclusion, a wide array of sources on conferences from the 1980’s
and 90’s and more sources on writing instruction from the early 2000’s presented
themselves. Most of the sources presented in this literature review stem from mining the
reference lists in the more applicable articles and dissertations.
This literature review is organized into three sections. It begins with an
examination of analyses of writing instruction and potential causes of the nation-wide
deficits in students’ writing skills. The second section of the literature review addresses
blended learning and its outcomes, the application of blended learning in the English
classroom, and student attitudes towards blended learning. Finally, the third section of the
literature review addresses self-regulated learning and its implications for writing
conferences, self-regulated learning skills, and writing skills.
Writing Skills and Instruction
Defining Writing Skills
Writing is considered to be a pervasive part of modern society, as it is a critical
tool both in academics and the real world, and is critical to gathering, preserving, and
transmitting information (Graham, 2006; Harris et al., 2009; Harris & Graham, 1992a;
Prior, 2006). In a series of studies between 2007 and 2009 examining writing instruction
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in America’s schools, Graham and his associates determined that writing skills are the
body of learned material that allow people to communicate independently and effectively
in school, work, or daily life in writing (Graham and Perin, 2007; Mason and Graham,
2008; Kuihara, et. al., 2009). Harris, Graham, Brindle, and Sandmel (2009) further
identified five specific skills that are particularly important to effective writing skills:
content generation, development of an intentional organizational structure, formulation of
plans for writing, efficient execution of English mechanics, and revision of text and
goals. These five areas have been identified as areas of particular difficulty for many
writing students.
Writing Instruction Trends
Studies have determined that there are several factors which contribute to
underdeveloped writing skills in America. One of the most common trends identified is
the small amount of writing, both in frequency and length, that American students are
required to produce, especially in classes other than ELA (Applebee & Langer, 2011;
Cutler & Graham, 2008; Kiuhara et al., 2009; Schwartz, 2014). In their study of high
school writing instruction, Kuihura, Graham, and Hawken (2009) surveyed teachers
nationwide about the types of written assignments they required students to complete and
how often students were expected to complete those types of tasks. They found that the
longest writing students are typically required to write in a year is a once-yearly research
paper for English class, and only 55% of English teachers who responded required a
research paper once a year. The survey further revealed that students are often required to
submit closed-ended, short answer writing assignments, like answering questions found
in textbooks. Real-world writing assignments, like emails or business letters, were almost
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never required (Kiuhara et al., 2009). Similarly, in a 2011 survey of approaches to writing
instruction, Applebee and Langer asserted that, out of 8542 writing samples from across
the country, only 19% represented extended writing assignments of a paragraph or more,
and only English classes required those types of assignments.
Another common finding concerning high school writing instruction is that the
writing taught is formulaic and offers very few opportunities for true individual
interpretation. Kuihura, Graham and Hawken (2009) and Schwartz (2014) both found
that most writing in K-12 schools teaches students that all writing should be in the form
of a five-paragraph essay with a set number of sentences in each paragraph. Applebee
and Langer (2011) similarly found that formulaic writing with extraordinarily little
original interpretation is a by-product of preparation for standardized tests. In her mixed
methods study, Schwartz (2014) found that changing her requirements from a fiveparagraph essay to a series of authentic writing tasks that reflect twenty-first century
skills resulted in increased student writing skills and motivation. A qualitative study
based on interviews with teachers revealed that teachers feel students continue to struggle
with writing due to lack of training in authentic forms of writing (Read & Landon-Hayes,
2013).
Studies further find that most writing instruction offered in K-12 schools does not
appropriately offer authentic opportunities for students to apply discipline-specific
knowledge, causing writing produced in school to seem disconnected from writing
produced in the workforce or daily life (Applebee & Langer, 2011; Cutler & Graham,
2008; Graham, 2006; Graham & Perin, 2007; Harris & Graham, 1992a; Kiuhara et al.,
2009; Mo et al., 2014; Schwartz, 2014). Findings from a four-year study on the impact of
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standardized tests on writing by Applebee and Langer (2011) suggests that teachers in
content areas other than ELA rarely or never assign extended writing assignments, and
cross-curricular writing is extremely rare in high school curricula. Fanetti (2010) found
that K-12 writing instructors typically teach writing to prepare students for testing, while
college professors seek to use writing for more academic free exploration of ideas,
leading to a discrepancy in freshmen college writers’ skills in writing necessary beyond
high school.
A proposed cause for the current state of writing instruction in K-12 schools is
twofold: the increased focus on standardized testing and the lack of clear guidance
concerning good writing instruction (Applebee & Langer, 2011; Cutler & Graham, 2008;
Fanetti et al., 2010). Several studies on writing instruction published since the early
2000’s assert that writing instruction has suffered because it is less prioritized than math
or reading on standardized tests and, therefore, taught less deeply than subjects on which
schools’ performance will be based (Applebee & Langer, 2011; Cutler & Graham, 2008;
Fanetti et al., 2010). High school instruction is designed to produce optimal student
performance on standardized tests in order to meet Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP).
Pressure to produce strong test results leads teachers to teach the closed-ended textdependent analysis (TDA) format for writing, rather than process writing, in which
students not only write, but also reflect upon their writing (Fanetti et al., 2010; Harris et
al., 2009). This leads to a focus on corrective instruction, which tends to emphasize
mechanics and grammar over content, instead of instruction in developing strong content
and organization (Applebee & Langer, 2011; Harris et al., 2009).
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Even a decade ago, researchers asserted that there was very little existing research
on specific writing instruction in schools (Cutler & Graham, 2008; Graham & Perin,
2007; Kiuhara et al., 2009), and research on writing instruction at the secondary level for
non-ESOL students is even more scant; this makes it difficult to locate many concrete
recommendations for how to teach writing in high school. Furthermore, standardized test
data seems to be the only consistent source of quantitative data on student writing skills,
despite the fact that many researchers blame standardized tests for deficient writing skills.
However, existing research indicates that an improved understanding of teaching
methods and writing instruction has emerged, such as the incorporation of models,
mentor texts, and the use of process writing, though recommendations from the National
Commission on Writing are “limited and vague” (Graham & Perin, 2007). These limited
recommendations for improved writing instruction have led to the uneven
implementation of these teaching methods.
Another consistent recommendation from the existing research in writing
instruction is the awareness that there is a need for increased use of technology for
writing (Beach, 2012; Cutler & Graham, 2008; Graham & Perin, 2007). Beach (2012)
presents a number of benefits to the incorporation of digital tools in the writing
curriculum, such as increased engagement due to the wider availability of authentic
audiences and purposes, the ease of developing e-portfolios to reflect on the evolution of
writing skills, and the improvement in traditional test scores due to increased
opportunities to practice writing digitally.
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Student Writing Skills
Research indicates that, by fourth grade, two out of three students do not meet
grade-level writing standards (Cutler & Graham, 2008; Graham & Perin, 2007). In their
study of writing instruction, Graham and Perin (2007) found that 67% of students
assessed in fourth, eighth, and twelfth grades do not write proficiently enough to meet the
demands of writing for school or the workforce. Cutler and Graham (2008) assert that it
becomes increasingly difficult as students progress through school for them to learn to
write well once they fall behind.
This gap in writing skills leaves students underprepared for college and work
(ACT, 2018; Cutler & Graham, 2008; Fanetti et al., 2010; Graham & Perin, 2007). In
South Carolina, only 42% of high school students met ACT’s English benchmark
compared to 60% of students meeting the writing benchmark at the national level (ACT,
2018). This indicated that fewer than half of students in South Carolina have the
necessary writing skills to succeed in college. Professors interviewed by Graham and
Cutler (2008) estimated that about 50% of students are not prepared for college-level
writing. Students who join the workforce after high school are equally unprepared for
writing: businesses spend approximately $1.3 billion a year on writing remediation
(Cutler & Graham, 2008).
Summary
Research indicates that K-12 education’s prioritization of standardized testing has
led to a focus on corrective writing instruction and short, formulaic writing assignments
designed to yield acceptable test results. This has led to most students not having the
necessary writing skills to succeed in life after high school. Further research also
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indicates that different methods, like process writing, and the integration of technology
into writing instruction to improve authenticity of writing tasks may contribute to
improved writing skills. However, most literature providing information on writing
instruction is based on teacher and student surveys and interviews. Due to a scarcity of
research in writing instruction practiced in classrooms, there are very few specific
recommendations to guide classroom teachers towards improving student writing skills.
This study incorporated the recommendations from existing research to employ increased
technology use and process writing instruction to improve student writing. Because this
study was conducted near the beginning of the school year after the participants in this
study missed their unit on academic writing due to school closures the previous year, the
recommendation to implement authentic writing tasks was deferred until later in the
school year. This decision ensured that students learned the writing skills necessary to
complete their high school career and honor the common planning policies in place at the
school for teachers of the same course. This also ensured that students developed some
basic command of general writing skills before being plunged into entirely unfamiliar
forms of writing, like blogging, web-design, or podcasts. The use of these
recommendations involved increased opportunities to develop students’ self-regulated
learning skills skills in writing.
Self-regulated learning skills
Defining Self-regulated learning skills
A wide variety of models, theories, and terms are often used to define selfregulated learning skills, including self-control, self-management, and goal-directed
behavior (Baumeister & Vohs, 2004; Boekaerts et al., 2000; Martin & McLellan, 2008;
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Zeidner et al., 2000) . Several educational psychologists influenced by the work of Albert
Bandura define self-regulated learning skills as a “multiphase, cyclical, cognitivebehavioral based process involving the self-generation and adaptation of thoughts,
emotions, motivation, and actions with respect to personal goals” (Martin & McLellan,
2008, p. 435). Self-regulated learning is comprised of processes like goal setting,
concentration, strategic use of organization, coding, rehearsing information, establishing
a productive work environment, using resources, monitoring performance, managing
time, seeking assistance, and reflecting on one’s efforts (Schunk & Ertmer, 2000).
Overall, self-regulated learning skills is defined as learner ability to monitor and control
his or her own learning processes through the use of cognitive and metacognitive
strategies, such as goal-setting, steering process and strategies, feedback and selfevaluation (Martin & McLellan, 2008; Zeidner et al., 2000).
Theoretical Foundations
Studies on self-regulated learning theory began appearing in the late 1980’s and
early 1990’s. Several different models of self-regulated learning have emerged, each with
slight variations. Zimmerman (1989) presents a triadic model which shows the interaction
between personal, behavioral, and environmental processes. He asserts that self-regulated
learning must involve the use of specific learning strategies to achieve academic goals
(Zimmerman, 1989).The three important elements in Zimmerman’s model are the selfregulated learning strategies, student self-efficacy, and commitment to academic goals
(Zimmerman, 1985; Zimmerman, 1989).This theoretical model emphasizes behavior and
self-efficacy and other task-specific actions (Martin & McLellan, 2008; Zimmerman,
1989) The behavioral influences highlighted by Zimmerman (1989) are self-observation,
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or self-monitoring of progress, self-judgement, or the ability to compare performance to
the desired goal, and self-reaction, or the use of personal processes, such as goal-setting.
In 2000, Zimmerman produced a second model, presented in Figure 2.1, for selfregulated learning which maintains the triadic representation. The newer model is divided
into three phases: (a) forethought, which involves task analysis, setting goals, and
developing plans; (b) performance, in which students execute their plan and monitor their
progress and employ strategies to remain engaged with their task, and (c) self-reflection,
in which students assess their performance (Zimmerman, 2000).

Figure 2.1: Zimmerman's Triadic Model of Self-regulated Learning
Pintrich is another forerunner in self-regulated learning theory. Pintrich’s model
of self-regulated learning features four phases: 1) forethought, 2) planning, and 3)
activation, monitoring, and control, and 4) reaction and reflection, and all phases have the
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same four areas of regulation: cognition, motivation/affect, behavior, and context
(Pintrich, 2000). This model is the only self-regulated learning model which incorporates
students’ attempts to control their overt behaviors (Panadero, 2017). Empirical research
into Pintrich’s self-regulated learning skills model is largely related to the MSLQ
questionnaire that he developed, which is the most-used instrument in self-regulated
learning skills research (Panadero, 2017; Roth et al., 2016). Pintrich’s work with selfregulated learning, specifically the development of this measurement instrument, is
valuable because it analyzes the connection between self-regulated learning skills and
motivation, and his work attains information on specific learning strategies students use.
More recent research like that of Winne and Hadwin (1998) and Weinstein et. al.
(2000) emphasizes the cognitive and metacognitive process associated with self-regulated
learning skills and produce theories more tied to mental processes than actions (Martin &
McLellan, 2008; Panadero, 2017). These more recent models have the benefit of
demonstrating self-regulated learning as a more open process with recursive phases that
both Zimmerman and Pintrich lack (Panadero, 2017; Weinstein et al., 2000). Winne and
Hadwin’s (1998) model depicts self-regulated learning across four phases: 1) task
definition, 2) goal setting and planning, 3) use of strategies, and 4) metacognitively
adapting studying. These phases exist in an open and recursive feedback loop. This
model offers the benefit of acknowledging that, in some learning tasks, mistakes are
recognized only once the task is completed (Panadero, 2017; Winne, 2011; Winne &
Hadwin, 1998). The Winne and Hadwin model also addresses five different attributes of
tasks that take place in the four phases: conditions, or resources available to complete the
task; operations, or strategies used to complete the task; products, or the work generated
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by operations; evaluations, or the feedback produced between products and standards;
and standards, or the criteria against which products are measured (Winne, 1997; Winne
& Hadwin, 1998). A more recent revision of the Winne and Hadwin model (2011) adds
an explanation of the importance of clear criteria and evaluation standards on students’
self-regulated learning skills skills, especially in goal setting, progress monitoring, and
self-assessment (Andrade & Cizek, 2010; Panadero & Alonso-Tapia, 2017).
In his 2017 comparison of self-regulated learning models, Panadero (2017) found
that Zimmerman’s and Pintrich’s models are the most widely used in educational
research. Their models present a more comprehensive idea of self-regulated learning
skills and are, therefore, easier to apply in a classroom. Furthermore, researchers have
found that the Zimmerman models offer a review of the teacher’s role, making
Zimmerman’s work easier to implement with teachers (Moos & Ringdal, 2012; Panadero,
2017). While newer models of self-regulated learning skills present opportunities for
more holistic interventions, Panadero (2017) asserts that the Zimmerman model, with its
clearly established subprocesses, is easier to implement specific, targeted interventions.
This is shown in Figure 2.1. Zimmerman also places emphasis on self-regulated learning
skills as a goal-driven activity more so than the other models (Panadero, 2017). Due to its
ease of use, predominance in previous research, and intentional connection to selfefficacy and goal-setting, this study adopted the Zimmerman model and definition for
self-regulated learning skills.
Self-regulated learning skills in Writing Instruction
Self-regulated learning skills is considered a critical component of improving
writing skills for two reasons: 1) self-regulated learning skills skills form the building
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blocks of much of the writing process and 2) self-regulated learning skills skills can be a
conduit for improved application of writing strategies (Graham et al., 2005; Graham &
Harris, 2000; Schunk & Zimmerman, 2007; Zimmerman & Risemberg, 1997). When
combined with a process approach to writing, the explicit teaching of self-regulated
learning skills skills can improve skills in writing (Graham et al., 2012; Graham &
Harris, 1996; Hammann, 2005; Harris & Graham, 1992a). In a metanalysis of elementary
writing instruction, Graham and Harris (2012) found that self-regulated strategy
development (SRSD) instruction, which involves teaching general and task-specific
writing strategies, how to use the writing strategies, and self-regulated learning skills
skills (goal-setting, self-monitoring, self-reinforcement, and self-assessment), enables
students to regulate their writing strategies, process, and behavior while writing. The
average effect size for writing instruction employing the SRSD model was 1.17, which
was the greatest effect size of the instruction methods analyzed in the study (Graham et
al., 2012). Even in instructional approaches where self-regulated learning skills skills,
like goal-setting and self-assessment, were taught as a supplement for writing skills
produced an effect size of 0.50, which was a greater effect size than instruction where
self-regulated learning skills skills were not a factor (Graham et al., 2012). Other research
demonstrates that incorporating explicit teaching of self-regulated learning skills in
writing helps reinforce for students the importance of planning and revising their written
work because these stages of the writing process, in particular, require the combined use
of self-regulated learning skills skills and writing skills (Hammann, 2005; Santangelo et
al., 2007). In fact, research suggests that for students who struggle with writing
effectively, it is not necessarily a lack of writing skill, but rather a lack of skill in
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effectively applying the self-regulated learning skills skills of planning, revising, selfmonitoring, and self-assessing, which cause the most significant gaps in written
communication (Graham & Harris, 1996; Hammann, 2005; Santangelo et al., 2007).
Typically, writers who are able to self-regulate are more resourceful, reflective, and goaloriented, become less frustrated when asked to revise work, and are able to produce more
writing than is needed and then strengthen work by deleting weaker ideas (Graham et al.,
2012; Graham & Harris, 1996; Harris & Graham, 1992a).
Summary
In this section, various models of self-regulated learning skills learning models
were presented. Their strengths and deficiencies were highlighted. It was established that
Zimmerman’s model of self-regulated learning would be the best fit for application in
this study. The effects of explicitly teaching self-regulated learning skills skills, such as
planning, self-monitoring, goal setting, self-assessment, and revision, in conjunction with
writing instruction were also explored.
Blended Learning
This section of the review of literature explores blended learning. It begins with
an examination of the definitions of blended learning and the models for blended learning
in the classroom with an explanation of how these will apply to this study. Then the
theoretical backgrounds of blended learning are analyzed. This is followed by an
examination of the online and face-to-face aspects of blended learning and research
related to student metacognition with blended learning. The section concludes with an
examination of student attitudes towards blended learning.
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Defining Blended Learning
With the increased adoption of blended learning due to increasingly available
technology, several different definitions have emerged to explain this learning model.
Blended learning can be defined as a pedagogical approach that includes a combination
of face-to-face instruction with computer-assisted instruction (Ferdig et al., 2012). Staker
and Horn (2012) state that blended learning is a formal education program in which a
student learns partly through online-delivered instruction of content with some degree of
student control over time, location, and pace and partly through more traditional face-toface instruction away from home. Picciano, Dziuban, Graham (2007) define blended
learning as courses that integrate online and traditional face-to-face class activities in a
planned, educationally valuable manner with a portion of traditional instructional time
being replaced by online activity. All of the definitions acknowledge that blended
learning is a combination of online learning and teacher-led instruction, and most
researchers posit that blended learning allows for students and teachers to reap the
combined benefit of both student-driven, online learning with traditional teacher-led
instruction (Danker, 2015; Larsen, 2012; Picciano et al., 2014; Staker & Horn, 2012). For
the purpose of consistency, this study employed the Staker and Horn (2012) definition
due to its currency, its connection to the research questions for this study, and its use in
many of the more recent articles on blended learning.
Another strength of the Staker and Horn (2012) definition is their explanation of
the different models of blended learning. They present three basic models: the rotation
model, the flex model, and the virtual enrichment model. In the rotation model, students
rotate between various learning activities, with at least one being face-to-face instruction
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and at least one being online learning. Examples of the rotation model include the flipped
classroom, in which students rotate between web-based learning and practice outside the
classroom and work on more advanced practice and projects during face-to-face time. In
the station-rotation model, students rotate between different learning stations within a
single classroom setting. In the individual rotation model, students switch between
available learning activities at their own pace (Staker & Horn, 2012).
In the flex model, instruction is delivered primarily via the internet with face-toface support (Staker & Horn, 2012). Finally, the virtual enrichment model involves a
whole-school approach within each course, where students divide their time between
traditional face-to-face instruction and online, remote learning (Staker & Horn, 2012).
This study focused on the use of the rotation model, more specifically flipped learning,
given that many of the study participants lack reliable internet access outside of school,
so participants in this study will need the option to choose whether they access online
learning at home or during in-school study sessions. Additionally, the station-rotation
model aligns with the school’s recent adoption of 1:1 technology.
Constructivism and Blended Learning
Constructivism is a learning theory developed through the work of Piaget, Dewey,
Bruner, Vygotsky, and others who posited that learning is not the mere replication of
practiced behaviors (Olusegun, 2015). They posit that learning and knowledge are
created through experience and that knowledge is created through the constant revision
and construction of schema and social interaction (Li, 2019). Piaget called the main
processes by which new knowledge is acquired accommodation and assimilation, and
these processes allow for new learning to be incorporated into the existing framework of
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knowledge, meaning that learning is an on-going process of creating schema and revising
old schema based on new experiences (Piaget, 1950). Vygotsky adds to this theory by
explaining that learning happens in social constructs where learners can interact with
each other and more knowledgeable guides (Vygotsky, 1978). According to Tarnopolsky
(2012), constructivist theory hinges on the belief that humans gain knowledge and skills
from an interaction between their experiences, typically social experiences, and their own
existing ideas. Dewey (1963) called constructivism learning by doing and stated that
students learn at their best when they can be provided with real-life, authentic
experiences in which to apply learned concepts. The constructivist approach to education,
then, involves students constructing their own knowledge through authentic experiences
which allow them to develop new knowledge (Tarnopolsky, 2012). The constructivist
theory fits nicely with blended learning because of the social and experiential nature that
can be part of blended learning environments—students need to be immersed in
experiences that allow them to practice their new skills as authentically as possible
(Dewey, 1963; Tarnopolsky, 2012).
Online Instruction Delivery
In the switch to blended learning, low-level introductory learning, such as
academic vocabulary and recall-level knowledge are delivered with online media such as
recordings, screencasts, or other web-based activity instead of the traditional lecture. This
allows students to create meaning while receiving digital feedback and offers the benefit
of more updated information, such as dictionaries or formatting guides, available online
(Banditvilai, 2016; Danker, 2015; Larsen, 2012). A 2009 study by the US Department of
Education suggests that the implementation of blended learning leads to increased
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knowledge gains over both traditional face-to-face instruction and online-only instruction
due to the combination of effective practice from both approaches to education (Means et
al., 2009). Tarnopolsky (2012) reasserts this finding, saying that, by moving part of the
instruction to online media, students can learn content more rapidly and at deeper levels,
creating a “synergistic, dynamic learning structure that can propel learning to new
heights” (p. 14).
The shift to online instruction delivery comes with two major drawbacks:
increased planning and concerns of technology access. According to teacher interviews
presented by Danker (2015) and Larsen (2012), the implementation of online instruction
requires increased planning to ensure that materials are created, troubleshooted, and
delivered and that online and face-to-face time are cohesive. One teacher interviewed
states that the move to blended learning increased her upfront planning load by several
hours, though her overall planning time stayed about the same once the blended learning
unit was implemented (Larsen, 2012).
The second major concern with the move to blended learning is lack of student
access to the Internet or other technologies. Lack of access can cause students to fall
behind, and if online learning is not completed, then face-to-face instruction becomes less
valuable (Culbertson, 2018; Danker, 2015). Another concern is that high school students
who are typically astute users of technology for social media and other personal pursuits
may lack technology skills for academic purposes (Larsen, 2012). Teachers must be
conscientious when implementing blended learning to mitigate these concerns with
options for students to access information, even offline. Students will need to be trained
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upfront in the use of academic technology before they are expected to use technologies
independently (Culbertson, 2018; Larsen, 2012).
The online part of blended learning, though time-consuming upfront, can greatly
increase the amount of time available for one-on-one attention, the amount of feedback
students have to build meaning, and the richness of face-to-face instructional time
(Banditvilai, 2016; Culbertson, 2018; Danker, 2015; Larsen, 2012),which will be the
focus of the next section of this literature review.
Face-to-face Instruction
In most studies, face-to-face instruction associated with blended learning takes on
more depth with more personalized feedback since students have already been exposed to
introductory information and teacher and student have some common understandings to
draw from. Face-to-face instruction with blended learning promotes deeper interactions
between teacher and student because the teacher can be a facilitator, rather than a lecturer
(Banditvilai, 2016; Danker, 2015; Larsen, 2012). The shift away from the teacher as the
presenter of new learning also allows for more targeted, personalized feedback in a oneto-one or small group setting (Danker, 2015). This more tailored feedback is perceived as
more useful by both students and teachers (Larsen, 2012). In one student interview,
Larsen found that students feel they benefit from continuous feedback because they
cannot learn if they are not made aware of mistakes. The participant contrasted her
blended learning class in Larsen’s study with other classes, saying “[i]n many class we do
many homework but never receive our feedback about our…, only, sometime, our score,
but not the right answer” (p. 168). Students place value in face-to-face time because they
can receive coaching to correct misconceptions and learn more effectively.
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The face-to-face component of blended learning can be used for more higherorder thinking activities to take place in the classroom with the teacher available to offer
guidance in real time, encouraging increased application and deeper thinking than the
traditional model where introductory, recall information is presented in the classroom and
projects and other major assignments are often completed at home with less teacher
guidance (Danker, 2015; Engin, 2014; Larsen, 2012). One teacher observation presented
in an interview with Larsen (2012) suggests that, with more time to apply concepts,
learning became more efficient, with students demonstrating mastery of more concepts
more quickly and at deeper levels. Some studies also find that more introverted students
benefit more from blended learning because face-to-face instruction is less intimidating
when delivered in small group, rather than whole group (Banditvilai, 2016; Danker,
2015).
However, in the move to blended learning, teachers will once again want to
consider making the rationale for the change in instruction explicitly clear to students.
Some student surveys indicate that sometimes students continue to prefer traditional,
teacher-centered learning models (Banditvilai, 2016). Poon (2013) suggests that this may
be due in part to the fact that many people still perceive learning as the teacher delivering
content to students.
Blended Learning and Students
Student Control
One of the primary benefits of incorporating blending learning appears to be
increased engagement with content. According to Danker (2015) and Larsen (2012), this
increased engagement stems, in part, from increased student responsibility. Some
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research suggests that the increased amount of student control promotes deeper learning
of skills and concepts (Camahalan & Ruley, 2014; Danker, 2015; Larsen, 2012; Poon,
2013). When introductory information is initially introduced to learners working
independently online, they have control over the pace and presentation of the
information. They are actively involved in creating initial meanings from information and
become more motivated to study independently (Banditvilai, 2016; Danker, 2015). The
classroom can, then, become a place for students to work through problems, authentic
projects, advanced concepts, and more collaborative learning (Juarez, 2014; Tucker,
2012). Engagement can also be increased with blended learning because students are
prompted to explore new concepts on their own. In a qualitative study based on
interviews with pre-service teachers of elementary school students, Juarez (2014) found
that by introducing tablet instruction with writing apps, students remained more focused
for longer periods of time when writing because the online learning apps held student
interest and delivered instantaneous feedback. Danker (2015) reports results from a
student satisfaction survey: self-reported engagement among students rose from 30% in
the traditional classroom to 67% in the blended classroom. When interviewed about their
survey responses, students indicate that they enjoyed the opportunity to investigate new
ideas and apply new concepts on their own to learn through experimentation.
Student Self-regulated learning skills and Blended Learning
Blended learning requires students to create meaning independently and learn
how they need to learn new material (Danker, 2015; Engin, 2014; Larsen, 2012). In a
study of students in a performing arts class at a Malaysian college, Danker (2015) reveals
that a blended approach led 50% of participants to independently adapt learning strategies
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like replaying lectures, taking notes, or creating study materials based on an emerging
understanding of their needs as learners. Other studies indicate that, even at the K-12
level, a blended approach leads to increased activation of prior knowledge as new
concepts are connected to existing understandings. This can lead students to be better
aware of the thinking that goes into their work, making them better able to articulate
personal learning needs and lesson purposes (Danker, 2015; Engin, 2014; Larsen, 2012).
Because it can help students better articulate needs and learning targets, blended
learning can also be a means of teaching and reinforcing students’ skills of self-regulated
learning skills. Students typically enjoy the option to decide when it is convenient for
them to study, and they typically respond favorably to being able to pace themselves
through the online learning (Banditvilai, 2016; Larsen, 2012). Teachers also remark that
blended learning seems to increase students’ abilities to pace themselves, manage their
time, and learn to set realistic goals (Larsen, 2012). However, some researchers also point
out problems with blended learning for students who have underdeveloped self-regulated
learning skills skills. Because the quality of face-to-face instruction can suffer if students
choose not to complete online components, self-regulated learning skills is an important
skill for students to develop in the shift to blended classrooms (Banditvilai, 2016). Some
students also struggle to self-regulate in blended classrooms because they dislike or do
not know how to use digital feedback (Danker, 2015). For these reasons, Culbertson
(2018) points out that students, especially at the K-12 level, will need training in
independent learning because these students are still developing self-regulated learning
skills habits, as Larsen (2012) explains after observing students in a blended classroom
who were easily distracted by games and other amusement available online.
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Student Attitudes towards Blended Learning
Overall, student responses to blended learning at every level are generally
positive. In some studies, students indicate a belief that blended learning is a more
valuable learning model than traditional classroom models (Zappe et al., 2009). More
specifically, students see value in having access to lectures and other learning materials
outside of class as guides (Danker, 2015; Keiner, 2017; Larsen, 2012; Zappe et al., 2009).
Danker (2015) revealed that 37% of students felt more productive in class by having
access to information for review before class began. Students also like the ability to pace
their own learning online. In one interview, an ESL student told Larsen (2012) that she
liked that she did not need to wait on everyone else in her class before moving on while
also not feeling as if she was holding her classmates up when she struggled. Students also
reported that they liked the opportunity to learn and practice self-regulated learning skills
skills, like maintaining a study schedule (Danker, 2015). Finally, students consider a
blended environment to be positive because of the increased attention they have from the
teacher and the ability to work at their own pace and replay or review when needed
(Engin, 2014).
Blended Learning in English/Language Arts
When applied to the English/Language Arts (ELA) classroom, blended learning
can produce improved academic achievement. At Clintondale High School in Michigan,
the introduction of blended learning to the ELA curriculum decreased failure rates from
52% to 19% (Alvarez, 2012). Furthermore, in an investigation into the effect of blended
learning on writing skills at the college ESL level, Banditvlai (2016) found statistically
significant higher mean scores between groups that received blended writing instruction
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over the control group, which received traditional, teacher-led instruction. Furthermore,
in a middle school writing study, Camahalan (2014) found that students who engaged in
blended learning experienced an 8.5% gain in writing skills related to sentence structure
over the face-to-face only group. ESL students learning to write in English indicated that
they somewhat agree blended learning helped them develop their writing skills (Larsen,
2012). In a qualitative case study, Keiner (2017) found that both students and teachers
self-report that the use of blended learning in the English curriculum helped improve
writing skills and foster more positive attitudes towards writing.
The incorporation of blended learning into writing curricula also affords increased
opportunity for students to write for authentic twenty-first century audiences. Paroussi
(2014) found that incorporating blogging into her blended writing classroom improved
her twenty-four students’ skills in clarity of writing, organization, and self-editing.
Students also appeared more willing to revise work multiple times to have it ready to post
electronically. Blended learning offers teachers the opportunity to allow students to use
wikis, blogs, and social media sites to use writing to foster social connections; this, in
turn, leads to increased understanding of audience and purpose and increases engagement
by having the primary evaluator of writing be someone other than the teacher (Paroussi,
2014; Pytash & O’Byrne, 2014; Shih, 2011; Spires et al., 2012). In a study of twentythree ESL college students in Taiwan, Shih (2011) found that moving writing practice to
Facebook, led to statistically significant gains in student writing skills and led to
improvement in more traditional writing; the study also revealed that blended learning
with social media practice led to high rates of student satisfaction with writing
instruction. The incorporation of more authentic assessments and audiences extends to
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video, as well. Spires, Hervey, Morris, and Stelpflug (2012) found that incorporating
video into their blended learning with direct instruction allowed students to improve
research, planning, organization, and reflection because the videos are more readily
presented to a modern audience in a modern medium.
A blended learning approach to writing instruction may also boost student
metacognition in writing. According to Engin (2014), as students learn new material
independently, they can become better able to describe the thinking processes related to
their own writing. Additionally, in a mixed methods self-study Alcoser (2017) found that,
by implementing blended learning in her ELA curriculum for tenth and eleventh grade
students, they were able to discuss their work more knowledgeably during writing
conferences. She reported that, prior to the study, students usually defaulted to
highlighting the need for editing of lower-order grammar errors to improve writing; after
the implementation of blended learning, she found that students more readily gravitated
towards discussing the clarity of their ideas and the development of their work (Alcoser,
2017). Furthermore, Pytash and O’Byrne (2014) found that moving literacy instruction to
online platforms can expand available audiences, allowing students to access a wider
range of feedback to help inform their revision process and improve their metacognitive
skills for writing.
Summary
In this section, blended learning was defined, and an overview of models for
blended learning was presented. The theoretical foundations and characteristics of
blended learning were examined. Finally, the effects of blended learning specifically in
the ELA class and student attitudes towards blended learning were explored.
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Writing Conferences
The writing conference is one suggested method for improving writing
instruction. It offers students and teachers an opportunity to discuss student writing on an
individual basis, with focus given to each student’s particular needs. The conference
model lends itself to use as the face-to-face interaction in a blended learning
environment.
Defining Writing Conferences
The writing conference, though described by several different researchers, does
not appear to have a formal definition; however, there are several common descriptions
used to help operationalize writing conferences. The conference is often described as
encouraging one-to-one interactive dialogue between teachers and students (Carter, 2018;
DeMott, 2006; Healey, 2019; Wong et al., 1996). Some researchers indicate that
conferences should be goal- or criterion-based (Carter, 2018; Mason & Graham, 2008).
Furthermore, researchers indicate that the purpose of the writing conference is to provide
students with timely, targeted, relevant, and personalized instruction on student writing
and to promote knowledge construction at key points in the writing process, making the
process of writing more tangible because talking with students as writing takes shape
helps them understand that writing is under constant development (Harris, 1986). Some
researchers highlight that conferences provide targeted, timely, relevant, and personalized
instruction on student writing, promoting knowledge construction at key points in the
writing process (Carter, 2018; DeMott, 2006). Finally, multiple researchers mentioned
that conferences are collaborative discussions in which the student and teacher act as codiscoverers (Carter, 2018; DeMott, 2006).
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Based on these descriptions, which appeared in multiple articles, the following
definition has been developed for use in this study: a writing conference is a one-to-one
collaborative dialogue in which teacher and student work together to understand writing
and new ideas and in which the student receives goals-based, personalized feedback
specific to his or her own writing at key points throughout the writing process. Goals will
be developed based on students’ performance on the pre-assessment, and feedback and
conference discussion will be related to students’ goals.
Theoretical Foundations of Writing Conferences
Before discussing research related to writing conferences, it is important to
discuss the learning theories that influence the conference model. The biggest theories
impacting the development of writing conferences are constructivism, social learning
theory, and cognitive apprenticeship.
Constructivism
Just as with blended learning, constructivist learning theory can be applied to the
conference model of writing instruction as well. The theory emphasizes the active
construction of knowledge by students and scaffolding (Harris & Graham, 1994), which
is underscored in the conference model through the active discussion of writing and the
offering of personalized feedback. Constructivism also rejects the teaching of skills in a
linear fashion (Harris & Graham, 1994). The conference model emphasizes writing
instruction as a cyclical process that undergoes constant revision. Additionally, the
teacher is seen as an assistant, facilitating the student’s discovery of new knowledge in
social contexts (Harris & Graham, 1994; Li, 2019), which is further seen in the
conference model through discussion-based feedback between teacher and student.
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Furthermore, dialectical constructivism, asserts that mature thinkers can move learners
towards mature thought though modelling and guidance within the learner’s zone of
proximal development (Vygotsky, 1986). Researchers explain that instructional strategies
that align with dialectical constructivism include scaffolded instruction, teacher-guided
discovery, and modelling (Harris & Graham, 1992a, 1992b, 1994; Harris & Pressley,
1991; Pressley et al., 1992); these strategies are all a part of the conference model for
writing instruction (Li, 2019).
Social Development Theory
The work of constructivist theorist Lev Vygotsky (1978) can also be used to
further a theoretical understanding of writing conferences. Social Development Theory
hinges on three major principles: 1) social interaction is critical to cognitive development,
2) the potential for cognitive development is limited to a specific time span, and 3)
researchers can only come to understand how learning happens by examining an
environment where process is valued over the products that result from learning (Lutz &
Huitt, 2004). Vygotsky (1978) placed emphasis on a process of dialectical discovery, in
which learners process and integrate new learning through discussion in social
interactions. The theory also posits that all learners have a range of potential for learning,
known as the zone of proximal development, or the point where a learner is just shy of
being able to complete a task independently, and learners are able to increase the zone of
proximal development to more complex tasks through scaffolding from a more
knowledgeable other (Lutz & Huitt, 2004; Vygotsky, 1978). In other words, teachers
should provide instruction higher than the student’s lowest capability but not so high that
the student cannot experience success (Bourelle, 2012). The personalized interaction of
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the writing conference can make it easier for teachers to reach students within their zone
of proximal development (Flaherty, 2019; Li, 2019). Social Development Theory reveals
that writing instruction should be situated within an authentic sociocultural task and allow
learners to process new concepts through dialogue (Lutz & Huitt, 2004). McBride and
King (2010) studied the use of blogs with early adolescents for improving writing skills.
They found that the interaction between students, peers, and teachers combined with the
authentic social platform of the blog yielded improvements in students’ ability to
organize and create content, as well as their attitude towards writing (McBride & King,
2010). The writing conference can provide a similar environment necessary for
dialectical discovery.
Cognitive Apprenticeship
One aspect of social learning theory which influences writing conferencing
heavily is cognitive apprenticeship. Cognitive apprenticeship is defined as learning
through guided experience. (Collins et. al., 1989). This approach to learning involves
expert modelling and coaching in the early phases of learning, the gradual increase in
task difficulty as the learner becomes more independent, and the gradual decrease in
assistance from the expert (Dennen & Burner, 2004). The teacher-provided scaffolding
present in the writing conference is an example of cognitive apprenticeship. Based on
monitoring of individual students and their writing skills, teachers can ask appropriate
questions, provide specific coaching, and guide students through the writing process. This
coaching and modelling during the writing conference offers tasks structured to the
student’s individual zone of proximal development and prompts student reflection as they
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work to gain increasingly complex writing skills (Bonk & Sugar, 1998; Dennen &
Burner, 2004; Tharp, 1993).
Writing Conferences in the Secondary Classroom
Several studies into writing conferences in the classroom, and more specifically
the high school classroom, were conducted in the 1980’s and 90’s. Though results were
promising, conferences were not widely adopted in secondary schools (Taylor, 2010).
According to Kuihara, Graham, and Hawken (2009), 41% of secondary teachers surveyed
nationwide report having a conference with students about their writing once or twice a
year.
Information about the effectiveness of conferences in high school ELA is scant:
most studies presented in this section focus on conferencing in elementary, middle, ESL,
or college level composition classes. However, two positive trends emerged from the
early studies into conferencing in high school. Simmons (1979) and Wong (1996) both
found that conference-centered writing classes both showed greater student gains in
writing skills than non-conference classes, regardless of whether the conferences were
teacher-to-student or student-to-student. Second, conference-centered classes had higher
rates of student and teacher satisfaction on surveys (Simmons, 1979).
Characteristics of Quality Conferences
Just as there did not seem to be a standardized definition for writing conferences,
there does not seem to be any set formula for how a conference should be run. However,
research studies that investigated writing conferences at different levels with different
student demographics present several characteristics of successful conferences. These
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include feedback, personalization, student-teacher roles, timing, and promotion of selfregulated learning skills and self-efficacy.
Feedback
One of the primary benefits of the writing conference is the students’ access to
ongoing formative feedback. Conferences make process writing more tangible because
talking with students as writing takes shape helps them understand that writing is under
constant development (Harris, 1986). This access to feedback means that the teacher acts
as a sounding board to help students “form and reform” ideas until they get close to
representing the ideas in their head (Harris, 1986, p. 10). Conferences allow the teacherreader to give constructive feedback during the revision process that becomes less helpful
once work has been submitted for a summative grade (Bayraktar, 2012; Harris, 1986;
Nystrand, 1990). Nystrand (1990) also asserts that conferencing can broaden the types of
feedback writers receive, especially when a combination of teacher-to-student and peerto-peer conferencing is applied, which allows novice writers to see their work through the
eyes of their reader. Because conferences happen at various points in the writing process,
the teacher may not have read writing in its entirety, allowing the teacher to focus on one
specific area related to the student’s goals (Flaherty, 2019).
Personalization
A key feature of successful conferences is the personalization of the conversation.
Conferences hinge on teachers’ appropriate use of scaffolding for individual students
(Carter, 2018; DeMott, 2006; Ewert, 2009; Goldstein & Conrad, 1990). Instruction
during the writing conference consists of modelling and coaching specific to the
individual student’s zone of proximal development (Dennen & Burner, 2004; Meyer &
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Turner, 2002; Tharp, 1993), meaning that students in a writing conference are learning
content specific to their current skills and that students in a writing conference receive
just enough challenge to move their skills forward without causing them to be
overwhelmed by instruction that is beyond their current skills. Meyer and Turner (2002)
found that math classrooms that do not provide scaffolding (i.e., classrooms that focus
only on whole-group direct instruction) are less effective at enabling students to become
self-regulated learners—students were able to perform tasks with the teacher but did not
achieve the ability to perform tasks on their own. In her mixed methods study of
elementary writing conferences, Flaherty (2019) found that conferences could be based
on personalized goals based on students’ current levels allowing each student in the class
to receive personalized instruction on the topic most closely related to their writing needs.
The personalization available in the writing conference can ensure that students receive
instruction in the skills most critical to their own personal development.
Student-Teacher Roles
Quality conferences also require a shift in the student-teacher relationship.
Depending on the conference agenda and student skill level, quality conferences might
employ a teacher-facilitator relationship in which an expert teacher engages the student
with scaffolding, modelling and coaching while the novice or developing writer works to
mirror and then construct new understandings of the writing process (DeMott, 2006;
Hung, 1999; Vygotsky, 1978). This means the teacher’s role in the conference is to
facilitate students’ progress through the writing process by reacting to work as audience
and reader, helping to make students aware of weaker points in their work, and give
feedback on their specific questions (Harris, 1986).
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Because so much of the writing process is internal, quality conferencing also casts
both student and teacher as co-discoverer (DeMott, 2006; Healey, 2019). Healey (2019)
found that, during conferences with middle school students, part of most conferences
dealt with both herself and her students working together to ask questions to understand
the meaning of the work and the content of the writing. Other conferences involved a
process of the teacher-as-reader discovering information about the students’ mindset
while the students discovered strategies for helping their reader understand their work
(DeMott, 2006; Flaherty, 2019). The shift in relationship between student and teacher
offers students the opportunity to be the expert on their own writing process with the
teacher acting as advisor, rather than dictator.
Emphasis on Process
Beginning in the 1960’s, writing instruction underwent a transition from productbased to process-based. In process-based writing instruction, teachers develop an
environment that allows students not just the time to write, but also time to reflect on
their writing and receive support and guidance through the development of their writing
(Harris et al., 2009). The shift from product to process enables students to see writing as a
“vehicle for learning and self-expression,” even when the process is challenging and
frustrating (Graves, 1985; Harris et al., 2009, p. 141). Emphasis on process over product
can improve writing skills by teaching writing skills as well as metacognitive writing
skills (Harris et al., 2009). In an observation of peer conferences between college
students, Nystrand (1990) found that conferences where the focus is not placed on copyediting can significantly improve students’ skills in content development, organization,
and goal-setting. This indicates that the conference model can improve students’ skills
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beyond merely locating typos and grammar errors by encouraging a more holistic focus
on writing processes.
Writing Conferences to Promote Student Self-regulated learning skills
Harris, Graham, Brindle, and Sandmel (2009) identified two major metacognitive
processes involved in writing: knowledge about cognition (knowledge of oneself as a
writer and procedural knowledge about writing) and conscious regulation of writing and
self-regulated learning skills; both of these skills can be achieved through the emphasis
on the writing process afforded by the conference model. Studies indicate that students
benefit from strategy and process-oriented writing instruction over more traditional
corrective writing instruction (Graham & Harris, 1996; Graham & Perin, 2007; Harris &
Graham, 1992b). The writing conference brings the focus of writing instruction to the
process of writing, and it allows students time to practice the metacognitive skills of
articulating their individual thought processes as they write (Healey, 2019; Nickel et al.,
2001). In other words, the conference allows students to apply theoretical skills, making
their thinking more visible (Harris, 1986).
Through case studies of writing conferences, Healey (2019) demonstrates the
benefits of teacher and student collaborating to create a shared linguistic toolkit, or
analogies and symbols for discussing writing. This collaborative discussion led students
to be better able to discuss their own writing process during conferences, indicating that
some of the dialogue produced in writing conferences may help students to both
internalize and verbalize language for their own personal thinking processes with regards
to their writing (Healey, 2019). Individualized dialogue about writing can help some
students overcome the misconception that good writers are writers who do not often need
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to scratch out ideas and revise them by reinforcing that writing is an on-going process
(Harris, 1986).
Other studies indicate that individualized mini-lessons and increased frequency of
feedback can help struggling or developing writers improve their writing skills (Graham,
2006). Flaherty (2019) found that her elementary students experienced a 23% increase in
writing skills between their pre-test and post-test after implementing writing conferences.
Finally, Graham (2006) asserts that students benefit from being asked to self-assess their
writing based on goals set during conferences. The metacognitive skill of self-assessment
allows students to, not only practice verbalizing and reflecting on their own thinking, but
it also helps them think more deeply about writing as they apply skills discussed in
conferences to their own work to determine if they have mastered a concept.
Student Attitudes towards Conferences
Most studies located for this literature review focus on teacher perceptions and
attitudes towards writing conferences rather than students’ attitudes; however, in the
studies where student attitudes were part of the study or where teachers observed
students’ reactions, student attitudes towards writing conferences were overall positive,
though there was some confusion from some struggling or emerging writers. Students
react positively to integrated, constructive feedback on their writing (Yamalee &
Tangkiengsirisin, 2019), and they do not have a specific preference on the length of the
feedback offered—surveys in an ESL college class indicate that students evenly like
written or coded feedback (Yamalee & Tangkiengsirisin, 2019). However, some written
feedback, such as feedback related to organization or content development, can be
confusing for students (Yamalee & Tangkiengsirisin, 2019), and they can become
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overwhelmed and shut-down if the teacher leaves feedback on all types of issues at the
same time or if the teacher seems confused by the writer’s purpose or clarity of ideas
(Kramer-Simpson, n.d.; Nickel et al., 2001; Yamalee & Tangkiengsirisin, 2019).
Conferences seem to offer some relief for the issues related to written feedback,
while continuing to offer the same benefits. Students seemed to respond most positively
to conference-based feedback in two areas: the ability to respond and the ability to
receive clearer feedback. Yamalee and Tangkiengsirisin (2019) found students in a
college-level, ESL composition class like the ability to seek clarification on feedback
before revising writing or if they did not understand why work was evaluated the way it
was. They also found that developing writers liked the opportunity to receive verbal
feedback which was more tailored to their own language skills and, therefore, more easily
understood (Yamalee & Tangkiengsirisin, 2019).
Summary
This section began with a presentation of a synthesized definition from several
researchers’ descriptions of writing conferences. Then the theoretical basis of writing
conferences was explored through an examination of constructivism and social learning
theory. Next, some of the key features of quality writing conferences as presented in
research were summarized. Finally, student attitudes towards writing feedback and
writing conferences were examined.
Chapter Summary
This chapter began with an overview of current analyses of writing instruction.
Graham’s et. al. studies from the early 2000’s, which discussed current trends in writing
instruction and gave recommendations for improving writing instruction, including a shift

45

to process writing over formulaic, closed-ended writing tasks, were explored. Then the
practice of blended learning and its possible outcomes for high school English students
was reviewed. The chapter concludes with an examination of constructivist and social
learning theories as they apply to the incorporation of writing conferences, feedback, and
student writing skills. Throughout the chapter, gaps in the existing research were
discussed, especially those that may be filled by this study. adding to the body of research
that investigates specific writing instruction practices at the secondary level.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
The primary goal of this action research was to determine how the supplemental
use of writing conferences combined with digital Google Classroom instruction in a
blended learning environment impacted the writing and self-regulated learning skills of
high school students. The following research questions guided this study:
1. How does the supplemental use of writing conferences in a blended learning setting
with digital Google Classroom instruction affect the writing skills of high school
students?
2. How do supplemental writing conferences in a blended learning environment with
digital Google Classroom instruction affect students’ self-regulated learning skills?
Research Design
The research questions were investigated using an action research methodology.
Action research is the systematic analysis of classroom and instructional policies and
strategies by educators who are stakeholders in the environment being researched in order
to make small-scale changes in the delivery of education (Mills, 2011). Action research
also allows teachers the opportunity to test curriculum policies and procedures in their
own classrooms as a means of enacting policy change and educational innovation (Carr,
2006). It “allows teachers to study their own classrooms(…)in order to better understand
them and to be able to improve their quality or effectiveness” (Mertler, 2017, p. 27).
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Using the action research model allowed me to investigate my own classroom
critically, collect data concerning blended learning as a method of teaching writing skills,
and use data to inform classroom practice and, potentially, assist school leadership in
determining some ideas for the effective implementation of the school-wide personalized
learning plan.
A key characteristic of action research that was particularly beneficial for this
project is its localized nature. Because action research takes place in a single classroom
or school, the project could be monitored and adjusted to take into account the needs of
the specific setting, rather than generalizing research produced at the national or
international level (Mertler, 2017). Action research enables a researcher to collect
concrete, localized, and specific data to analyze, reflect upon, and use to improve the
classroom experience for small groups students (Nanni et al., 2018). Another key benefit
to using the action research model was its systematic and cyclical nature wherein a
specific, targeted change could be implemented and analyzed (Schoonenboom &
Johnson, 2017). This attribute allowed the researcher to conduct smaller-scale
interventions, analyze the data, reflect, and further tailor the intervention.
This action research employed a convergent parallel mixed methods design.
Convergent mixed methods indicates that quantitative and qualitative data will be
triangulated to enhance assertions made from the data, and parallel design means that
both types of data were collected at roughly the same time (Creswell & Creswell, 2018;
Ponce & Pagán-Maldonado, 2015; Warfa, 2016). There were multiple benefits to this
research design. Converging different types of data can offer a more complete picture of
the research problem than with a single approach (Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Johnson &
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Christensen, 2019; Schoonenboom & Johnson, 2017). This research design represented
an intentional blending of both qualitative and quantitative data for the purpose of
understanding some phenomenon more completely and from a wider variety of angles
than a single approach (Shannon-Baker, 2016). This permitted for the cross-analysis of
data and checking for accuracy and trends in the data. The quantitative data helped
explain the objective aspects of the study, while the qualitative data collected helped
explain participants’ more subjective experiences. By using qualitative data, the
researcher was able to ascertain information concerning students’ perceptions of blended
learning and writing conferences and their impact on writing skills; an analysis of how
students felt they learn best humanized the research and provided insight into how userfriendly the implementation of blended learning and writing conferences is. The
collection of quantitative data, however, acted as a measure of whether or not the learning
of writing skills took place.
Setting and Participants
This study took place in the researcher’s English classroom. The school is located
in a rural and economically depressed area of South Carolina and is the only high school
in the district. The school serves just under 1000 students, and the researcher teaches
approximately 60% of the school’s English 2 students. Due to the school’s Covid-19
guidelines, the classroom featured round tables divided by plexiglass barriers at the time
the intervention was conducted. Each student was issued his or her own Chromebook for
use during the duration of their time enrolled at the school. In the past, students typically
accessed their learning goals, assignments, and assessments through Google Classroom,
though the researcher has used this tool primarily as a file management and assignment
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turn-in hub, rather than a learning management system. As part of this intervention,
Google Classroom was used as more of a learning tool which students used to access
actual instruction so that the researcher could offer the individualized assistance
necessary for an effective writing conference. The classroom had seats for up to thirty
students, though comfort levels and room size are tested with more than twenty-five
people in the room.
The curriculum in the English II classes featured a mix of literary and rhetorical
analysis, vocabulary development, and writing instruction. Consistently, the biggest
weakness for all students was in written expression. The largest areas of weakness in
writing were audience awareness, thesis development, and organization. Due to the time
expended to read and evaluate writing, the sample size for this study was limited to no
more than thirty participants.
The participants in this action research study represented a sampling of students
enrolled in the researcher’s two English II CP (college preparatory) and one English II
Honors classes. Because of the school schedule and modifications due to COVID-19,
each class was 100 minutes long, three days per week, with two asynchronous remote
learning days per week, and participants spent approximately 50 minutes per class
working on material related to this intervention. The remaining half of class was devoted
to reading instruction and was not connected with this intervention. Any students who
were taking English II for the second time and any students whose parents declined to
allow their student to participate in the study were excluded from the study. The
intervention began with a total of 43 participants signed up with parental consent.
However, due to a spike in Covid-19-related quarantines, as well as the failure of several

50

participants to complete the online instruction related to the intervention, only 25
participants completed the entire intervention. The data of students who did not complete
the online instruction were excluded from analysis.
The 25 participants in this study consisted of eight African American students,
two Hispanic students, and 11 White students. Eleven participants were male, and 10
were female. Two of the students had a 504 plan, two were designated as EnglishLanguage Learners, and five had an IEP. Finally, 10 participants were enrolled in the
college preparatory track, while 15 were enrolled in the honors class.
Intervention
The intervention in this study was a goals-based writing unit with individualized
instruction aligned with the SC state standards for writing. Face-to-face teacher-student
writing conferences were implemented to allow students to discuss their writing and
establish goals related to their perceived writing needs. Instructional content was
delivered via Google Classroom and was based on students’ writing goals. In other
words, students received instruction only in content related to their personal writing
needs and goals. Instructional needs and goals were based on performance on the
constructed response question from the writing skills pre-assessment. Rather than
complete multiple writing assignments, this intervention required students to draft
multiple revisions of the essay from the pre-assessment. This helped ensure that this
intervention focused on process instruction, rather than product. The intervention lasted
approximately 10 weeks and 15 classes. Each class meeting was 100 minutes long,
though only about 50 minutes of each class was devoted to this intervention.
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Class meetings were conducted in the following manner. First, the instructor
presented the daily objectives and conference schedules, as well as addressed student
questions. Second, students worked on instructional content in Google Classroom for
approximately 30 minutes. Instructional content included recorded lectures, practice with
content, and assignments for students to plan writing and work on essay drafts. While
nearly all students completed these tasks at home as part of the independent, online
learning component of the blended learning environment, this block of time was made
available to all students to help mitigate limited access to internet or internet outages
outside of school and to allow students reflection time to prepare for their conferences.
Third, students worked on writing assignments (drafting or revision) and, at some point,
met with the teacher for a five-minute writing conference to assess progress. Finally, each
class concluded with a short debriefing session during which the instructor determined
which students needed to conference next class and gauged student progress using an
electronic exit ticket; students also used this time to put away their materials and sanitize
their work space. Students had a literature lesson unrelated to the intervention, which
comprised approximately 50 minutes of class. The intended learning outcomes for this
intervention included student ability to self-assess and discuss their writing, development
of process writing skills, and ability to produce written communication that is organized,
detailed, clear, and cohesive. The intervention involved three different types of
conferences: initial conferences and final conferences were both approximately 10
minutes long and involved creating or finalizing goals, while progress conferences were
three to five minutes long and involved brief conversations about student progress. Table
3.1 presents an outline of the intervention and associated activities. While data was only
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collected from the writing instruction during this intervention, students still had reading
objectives and instruction to complete during the intervention period.
Table 3.1 Timeline of Intervention
Class
Preintervention
Class 1

Class 2-14

1.
2.
3.
1.
2.

3.
1.

2.
3.
Class 15

1.
2.
3.

Actions
Students took pre-assessment
Students took pre-surveys
Teacher evaluated constructed responses for initial conferences
Discussed writing assignment
Taught appropriate procedures and norms
a. Respecting conference time
b. Writing multiple drafts
c. Remaining on-task
Conducted initial writing conferences
Began class with opening meeting
a. Set daily goals
b. Answered student questions
c. Established progress conference schedule
Students worked in Google Classroom
Students drafted or revised work and joined teacher for writing
conferences
Began with opening meeting
Conducted final conferences
Students took writing post-assessment

The intervention began with 10-minute face-to-face writing conferences with individual
students. Base scores from the writing pre-assessment and areas of strength and weakness
were discussed, and the student developed a single goal for his or her writing based on
the areas of weakness highlighted on the rubric. The goals developed stemmed from one
of the following concentrations: organization, content development, incorporating
research, diction, or mechanics. These areas corresponded to competencies developed by
the English department at the school where the study was conducted and were based on
the South Carolina ELA standards for English 1-4 (South Carolina Department of
Education, 2015), which are listed in Table 3.2.
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During the initial conference, students had the opportunity to discuss their
individual needs as writers and the thinking skills used for writing, such as planning,
progress monitoring, and goal-setting. For students who were uncertain or hesitant to
discuss writing as a process, some guiding questions were provided to help guide student
thinking, such as “What do you think is the most important revision you made to this
draft?” or “How have your revisions changed your work?” (See full list of guiding
questions in Appendix B).
Instructional content for this writing unit was loaded into Google Classroom into
topic areas labelled according to the areas of writing competencies: organization, content
development, incorporating research, diction, and mechanics, as shown in Table 3.2.
Students selected an area to work on based on their current goals. For example, a student
whose goal was to develop a thesis-driven essay worked in the content development unit,
while a student whose goal was to develop logically organized writing worked in the
organization section. Students were only required to work on one goal at a time, with
priority being given to more complex competencies, like organization, content
development, and incorporating research. From a classroom management perspective,
students were responsible for completing one draft revision and one conference per week.
Whether a student completed one goal a week and moved on to another competency or
continued to work towards one higher-order competency for the entire intervention, each
student received a grade based on progress made between previous drafts and the current
draft. Each Google Classroom unit featured a learning menu (Figure 3.1) and task
checklist to help keep students organized (Figure 3.2), recorded teacher lectures which
introduced, modelled, and explained concepts related to each unit (Figure 3.3), practice
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assignments (Figure 3.4), and draft revision tasks to complete on their own. Each writing
session ended with a technology-enhanced student self-assessment of his or her writing.
A sample of one unit can be found in Appendix C.

Figure 3.1: Learning menu for academic writing unit

Figure 3.2: Checklist for content development competency
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Table 3.2 English 2 Writing Competencies
Content
-Generate clear written ideas
-Develop writing that is fully
explained with sufficient,
relevant detail.
-Develop thesis-driven
writing
-Compose writing that
targets a specific audience
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-Provide sufficient
background information in
the introduction
-Develop relevant and
intriguing written
communication
-Develop purposeful
conclusions
-Avoid over- or underexplaining

Organization
-Develop intentionally,
logically organized writing
-Create effective
introductions
-Develop complete body
paragraphs that introduce
evidence and elaborate on
ideas
-Create effective
conclusions
-Organize ideas to enhance
audience understanding

Incorporating
Diction
Research
-Consistently and
-Use clear, precise
correctly cite
words throughout
borrowed information writing
-Use borrowed
information to
reinforce original
ideas

-Use advanced,
technical, and
academic vocabulary
effectively

-Determine whether
to use paraphrases or
direct quotes

-Incorporate
transitions to make
ideas and organization
-Effectively introduce clear.
borrowed information -Develop an objective
but authoritative tone
-Smoothly
incorporate borrowed
information
-Connect all
borrowed information
to central claim
through elaboration

-Avoid words that
detract from
authoritative tone

Usage
-Develop varied
sentence structures
-Incorporate phrases
and clauses that
convey precise
information
-Develop structures
that create a smooth
flow of ideas
-Write in active
voice
-Avoid errors of
agreement
-Employ effective
editing and revision
skills to avoid errors
in writing

Figure 3.3: Video lesson for writing a thesis statement.

Figure 3.4: Practice assignment for content development competency
After students completed the Google Classroom instructional content related to
their personal goal, they worked on a draft of their common writing assignment. Once
they completed their draft, they analyzed their own writing using the Google Chrome
add-on, Highlight Tool (Chin, 2015). Highlight Tool was invaluable in assisting students
with self- regulation skills related to self-assessment because it was designed to give
students visual cues to look for in determining the quality of their writing. The tool could
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also lead students to practice self-regulated learning skills skills by helping them to
develop reflection skills, practice progress monitoring, use available resources for
assistance, and develop self-motivation as they worked through the revision process.
Students who were unsure about assessing their own work objectively were allowed, but
not required, to complete the analysis of their work with a peer. Highlight Tool was an
ideal self-assessment tool for students working on more complex competencies related to
organization, content development, and incorporation of research because it allowed them
to analyze their work as a big picture. The initial design for the intervention included
another add-on, Revision Assistant, too, which was better suited for more detailed
analysis of writing in the diction and mechanics competencies, but no students selected
either of those domains as a goal, so Revision Assistant, too was not needed for this
study.
The Highlight Tool was developed by Chin (2015) as a high school coding
project. The add-on allows users to create color-coded highlight sets that they can then
apply to their document. Additionally, users have two options for exporting highlights
into table form. One option is to extract by sequence, which will create a table of the
types of highlights in the order they appear in the document. The second option is to
extract by frequency, which will create a table displaying how often a particular highlight
was used (Chin, 2015). This creates a visual representation of the types of content
students have in their writing. The Highlight Tool was ideal for use in this study because
its color-coding abilities made it easier for students to identify higher order errors like
misplaced thesis and topic statements, insufficient elaboration, missing citations,
irrelevant information, and other errors related to organization, content development, or
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incorporation of research. It also allowed students to easily identify patterns in content
and organization by developing color-coded sequences in their analyses. Figure 3.5
shows an example of a student’s annotated document in which she developed topic
sentences but that she has not provided sufficient explanation in order to prove her thesis.
Figure 3.6 shows the highlight tool set used to develop the annotated document.

Figure 3.5 Student example of document annotated with Highlight Tool

Figure 3.6. Sample highlight set in Highlight Tool.
A step-by-step guide for analysis using the add-on was provided in Google
Classroom and can be reviewed in Appendix D. Students also received a set of guiding
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questions to answer as they analyze their work. Examples of guiding questions are in
Figure 3.7.

Figure 3.7. Guiding questions for analysis using Highlight Tool
After students analyzed their writing, they assessed their writing by scoring the
section of the rubric aligned with their goal. An example of what student self-assessment
should look like is provided in Figure 3.8. During weekly check-in conferences, students
described their progress based on their analyzed draft. The teacher provided feedback
using the rubric developed by the English Department (see Table 3.9), remediated any
misconceptions by modelling how to correct the problem, and answered any student
questions. Students then began another revision of their drafts.

Figure 3.8. Teacher model of writing self-assessment
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Once students met their writing goal, they met with the teacher for a goal closeout conference during which they discussed their progress, what they learned, their
perceived weaknesses, and perceived needs. Teacher and student jointly scored the
writing against the writing rubric and discussed whether the goal had been met. If the
goal has been met, the student created a new goal in a different competency; if the goal
had not been met, teacher and student discussed strategies, such as modelling, examining
the intended audience, or task analysis and planning for improving the work so that the
student could meet the goal. The entire process was be repeated each time a student
reached a writing goal or until the intervention ended.
While the instructional content related to this intervention focused on academic
writing, students also had opportunities throughout the intervention to learn and practice
self-regulated learning skills skills. Self-regulated learning skills skills, such as goalsetting and progress monitoring were explicitly taught at the beginning of the year before
the beginning of the intervention, and the skills of self-assessment, self-judgement, and
reflection were explicitly taught during writing conferences and the self-assessment
assignment during the intervention. Table 3.3 presents these skills and related activities.
Table 3.3 Alignment of self-regulated learning skills and intervention elements
Self-Regulated Learning Skill

Intervention Element

Task Analysis

•

Self-motivation Beliefs

•
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Initial conference
• Discuss preassessment
performance
• Students set goals
• Create plan for goal
Daily exit ticket
• Short description of
goal progress, task

Self-Control

•

Self-Observation

•

Self-Judgement

•

Self-Reaction

•

engagement, and
learning submitted in
Google Forms
Digital instruction
• Goals-based lesson
sequence
• Drafting of essay
• Scheduling of progress
and final conferences
Daily exit ticket
• Short description of
goal progress, task
engagement, and
learning submitted in
Google Forms
Draft self-assessment
• Student measurement
of goal completion
based on partial rubric
submitted at final
conference
Final conference
• Student
discussions of goal
completion,
progress, and
learning
• Face-to-face
conference with
teacher
• May set a new
goal

Data Collection
Multiple data sources were used as sources of data for this study, including a
teacher-made pre- and post-assessment, student surveys, and student interviews. Table
3.4 provides an overview of research questions and data sources.
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Table 3.4 Research Questions and Data Sources
Research Question
RQ1: How does the supplemental use of face-toface writing conferences in a blended learning
setting with digital Google Classroom instruction
affect the writing skills of high school students?
RQ2: How do supplemental face-to-face writing
conferences in a blended learning environment
with digital Google Classroom instruction affect
the self-regulated learning skills learning skills of
high school students?

•
•

•
•

Data Sources
Pre- and post-test
Student interview

Self-Regulation Formative
Questionnaire
Student interview

Pre- and Post-Assessment
A primary focus of this study was to determine the effect of the intervention on
students’ writing skills. A pre- and post-assessment designed in USATestPrep (2019) was
used to determine baseline skills and what effect the intervention had on those skills. The
educational software company features activities and materials aligned to the South
Carolina state standards that are designed to help students gain both content skills and
test-taking skills (USATestPrep, 2019). Because the participants in this study were
required to complete the End-of-Course Exam for English II in the academic year during
which the study was conducted, the assessment questions came from the English II
EOCEP study bank. The assessment contained multiple-choice questions that asked
students to make decisions concerning organization, content development, research
incorporation, diction, and usage, which are department-selected skills areas based on the
South Carolina College- and Career-Ready Standards (South Carolina Department of
Education, 2015). For some multiple-choice questions, students were asked to revise a
writing sample by selecting from a list of edits. For other multiple-choice questions,
students were asked about processes related to writing. The assessment was created by
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searching for questions by standard and then selecting questions at Depth of Knowledge
levels 2 and 3. The final question on the assessment was an essay prompt which required
students to synthesize their writing skills. These assessment materials were aligned with
learning standards and have been widely used at the school. Table 3.5 represents the
assessment items aligned with the competency they assess. The assessment was deployed
as a Google Form quiz within Google Classroom, and participants used Chromebooks to
complete the assessment. All students had the opportunity to hear the quiz using earbuds
if needed. This will ensure that reading skills do not inhibit testing performance. The full
assessment is located in Appendix E.
Student Survey
Another goal of this study was to determine the effect the intervention might have
on students’ self-regulated learning skills in their writing. This study employed the SelfRegulation Formative Questionnaire (Gaumer Erickson & Noonan, 2018) to assess
students’ self-regulated learning skills in writing, addressing RQ 2. The questionnaire
measures students’ perceived skills in four areas: planning, monitoring, control, and
reflection. Students responded to 22 items using a 5-point Likert scale, with 5 being
“always” and 1 being “never.” Questionnaire reliability was tested using Cronbach’s
coefficient alpha with 5543 secondary and middle school students from 2016-2018.
Overall reliability of the questionnaire is high (0.9), and subscale reliability is as follows:
plan (.63), monitor (.7), control (.74), and reflect (.68) (Gaumer Erickson & Noonan,
2018). The questionnaire was designed to assess self-regulated learning skills in general.
For the purpose of this study, the wording of items was altered slightly to make the items
specific to self-regulated learning skills in writing, but the overall meaning of each item
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Table 3.5 Assessment Questions and Competency Alignment
Assessment Question
You have been assigned to compose an expository essay on the migration patterns of Eastern Europeans to the
United States in the 19th century. Which choice would best function as an introductory sentence for this essay?
A) Immigrants come to America from all over the world.

Competency
• Organization

B) There is a lot of debate about immigration in America.
C) Eastern European American immigrants to America have a rich and storied history.
Most of America's founding stock was from Western Europe, and many immigrants have also hailed
from this part of the world.
You have been assigned an argumentative writing task where you are to defend the use of cell phones as
instructional aids in the classroom.
Which is the BEST example of a precise claim you might make for your argument?
A)
Lots of teachers think that students can't use phones in school, but they are wrong
D)
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B)

Cell phones can look up all kinds of information in a matter of seconds, and people like to use them
to learn about the world they live in

C)

My teacher always tells everybody to put their phones away before we can even start class because
she thinks we'll all just play games all day.

D)

Though many teachers think students will be distracted by using phones, there are actually a number
of ways that phones can be used in the classroom.

•

Content

You are writing a paper about fashion styles of the 1920's and using the following source:
Aglan, Enrique. Looking Good in the 1920's. New York: Harpers, 1975. Print.

•

Incorporating
Research

•

Diction

The sentence you want to use from this source is from page 27 and listed below:
"Unaware of the impending stock market crash and future Great Depression of the 1930's, style in the
1920's was marked by an extravagant use of material both in cost and the actual amount of material used
in a dress"
Which answer choice smoothly and correctly integrates this source?
A) "Unaware of the impending stock market crash and future Great Depression of the 1930's, style in the
1920's was marked by an extravagant use of material both in cost and the actual amount of material used
in a dress" (page 27).
B) In his book, Looking Good in the 1920's, Enrique Aglan marvels over how much material was used in
the manufacture of women's dresses, calling its use "extravagant" (27).
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C) Aglan says that the impending stock market crash and future Great Depression of the 1930's, style in the
1920's was marked by an extravagant use of material (27).
D) "Unaware of the impending stock market crash and future Great Depression" Aglan claims the 1920's
were a time of extravagant style and use of costly material.
You have been assigned to compose an expository essay about the bluebird's migratory habits. Given that you
must assume a formal tone, which of these choices would NOT be appropriate to use?
A) The bluebird's migratory habits are fascinating and complex.
B) Bluebird's migratory habits differ from those of other birds.
C) If I were a bluebird, what a fantastic and amazing life it would be!
D) Bluebirds migrate to find better weather and more promising resources.

Which choice displays appropriate use of parallel structure and correct use of commas?
A) To boat, to ski, and sunbathing are three activities in which a person can take part at the lake.

•

Usage

•
•
•

Organization
Content
Incorporating
Research
Diction
Usage

B) To boat, to ski, and to sunbathe, are three activities in which a person can take part at the lake.
C) To boat, skiing, and to sunbathe, are three activities in which a person can take part at the lake.
D) Boating, waterskiing, and sunbathing are three activities in which a person can take part at the lake.
Prompt: Mahatma Gandhi was an Indian lawyer and nationalist who used peaceful protest to lead India to
independence from England. One of his best known sayings is “You must be the change you wish to see in the
world.” What personality traits enable people to change the world?

•
•
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was preserved. For example, item one originally stated, “I plan out projects that I want to
complete” (Gaumer Erickson & Noonan, 2018). It was amended to read, “I plan out my
ideas using a pre-writing strategy before I begin writing.” Item three originally read,
“Before I do something fun, I consider all the things that I need to get done” (Gaumer
Erickson & Noonan, 2018). It was edited to read, “Before I begin writing, I consider
organizational strategies.” Table 3.6 demonstrates the survey item aligned with the
research questions for this study.
Table 3.6 Research Question and Survey Items
Research Question
RQ2: How do supplemental
face-to-face writing
conferences in a blended
learning environment with
digital Google Classroom
instruction affect high school
students’ self-regulated
learning skills?

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Altered Survey Item
I plan out my ideas using a pre-writing strategy
before I begin writing.
When I have long writing tasks, I create goals and
plans for completing the assignment.
Before I begin writing, I consider organizational
strategies.
I can usually accurately estimate how long a writing
task will take.
I have trouble breaking large writing tasks into a
plan to help me complete the assignment. *
I am able to keep track of my own writing progress.
I know when I am falling behind in my writing
progress.
I track my own progress on lengthy written
assignments to ensure they are completed.
When I assess my writing using a rubric, my score
is similar to my teacher’s.
I identify necessary elements missing from my
writing, beginning with organization and content.
I have trouble remembering all the necessary
elements for a writing task. *
I do what it takes to complete lengthy writing
assignments on time.
I make choices to improve my writing, even if they
are more difficult than other options.
As soon as I write something that does not work, I
begin working to revise it.
I am not concerned about needing to revise writing
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multiple times.
• I have difficulty focusing on writing tasks that take
a long time to complete. *
• When I get frustrated with my writing, I often give
up. *
• I focus on feedback for my writing more than the
final grade.
• I feel a sense of accomplishment when my writing
improves.
• I revise writing even if I have received a passing
grade so that my skills can improve.
• When I fail at a writing goal, I try to learn from my
mistakes.
• I keep making the same writing mistakes over and
over again. *
* These items will be reverse coded during data analysis.
For this intervention, the survey was presented through Google Forms and was
distributed to participants via Google Classroom. Participants used Chromebooks to
complete the form. Students had the option to hear the survey questions using earbuds to
ensure that reading ability did not interfere with comprehension.
Student Interviews
This study employed student interviews to gain further insight into responses
from the survey. It was important to be able to gather more detailed explanations of
students’ reactions to the intervention because, while writing skills can be made visible
through writing samples, the metacognitive functions of self-regulated learning skills are
internal; therefore, student explanations were the best way to measure any changes in
these areas (Creswell, 2014).
Six participants were selected at the end of the study for interviews. A semistructured interview protocol was used to conduct the interview because this format
allowed for some variation in the order and phrasing of questions and for the addition of
new questions based on participant responses (Creswell, 2007). The questions presented

69

in Table 3.7 were used as a guide so that questions remained flexible and allowed for
optimal data collection. Each interview was expected to take approximately 20-30
minutes.
Table 3.7 Interview Questions
Research Question
RQ1: How does the
supplemental use of face-to-face
writing conferences in a blended
learning setting with digital
Google Classroom instruction
affect the writing skills of high
school students?

Interview questions aligned with research questions
1. What writing skills did you focus on in your
goal?
a. How do well do you feel you mastered
those skills?
2. Do you think you can apply the skills you have
learned in future writing tasks?
a. How do you feel when you are
presented with new types of writing
tasks?
3. Do writing conferences help you feel more or
less confident about your writing?
a. Explain why you feel that way.
4. Did working independently in Google
Classroom help you feel more or less confident
about your writing?
a. Explain why you feel that way.
RQ2: How do supplemental
5. Tell me about your experience with goal setting
writing conferences in a blended
for your writing time.
learning environment with digital
a. What were some of your goals?
Google Classroom instruction
b. What tools for monitoring progress did
affect students’ self-regulated
you use most?
learning skills?
c. What did you think of working on your
own with the Google lessons?
d. What did you think of the writing
conferences?
e. What have you learned about assessing
your own writing?
f. Do you feel you have been successful on
this writing assignment?
i. Explain why you feel that way.
ii. What factors do you think helped
or hindered your success?
g.
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Interviews were conducted individually and face-to-face during the researcher’s
planning period or during the interviewee’s English class after the participants turned in
the post-assessment and post-survey. Participants were selected using purposeful
sampling. The goal of the interview was to present participant experiences in rich enough
detail to convey a clear understanding of experiences (Seidman, 2006). Keeping this in
mind, participants will be selected based on their ability to elaborate verbally on
experiences. Participants will further be selected based on maximum variation, which
will ensure the presentation of experiences from a wider range of student skills (Palikas et
al., 2013; Seidman, 2006). The students with the highest and lowest score on the postassessment and the students with the greatest and least change in score between the preand post-assessment were selected for interviews in order to present the experiences of
students at multiple levels of performance. One student from the CP section and one
student from the honors section of class with a post-assessment score near the median
were also selected for interview to gain understanding of average experience of the
intervention.
Data Analysis Methods
This section presents an explanation of data analysis methods. Quantitative data
were analyzed using descriptive statistics, paired samples t-tests, and the Wilcoxon
Signed Rank test of the pre- and post-surveys and the pre- and post-assessment.
Qualitative data were analyzed using thematic analysis of transcribed interviews. Table
3.8 depicts the alignment of research questions, data sources and analysis methods.
Quantitative and qualitative data will be triangulated to generate assertions from the data.
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Table 3.8 Alignment of Research Questions, Data Sources, and Data Analysis Methods
Research Question
RQ1: How does the supplemental use
of face-to-face writing conferences in
a blended learning environment with
digital Google Classroom instruction
affect the writing skills of high school
students?

Data Sources
• Pre- and
post-test

RQ2: How does supplemental face-to- •
face writing conferences in a blended
learning environment with digital
Google Classroom instruction affect
students’ self-regulated learning
•
skills?

SelfRegulation
Formative
Questionnaire
Student
interview

Data Analysis
• Descriptive
statistics
• Paired samples ttest
• Wilcoxon Signed
Rank Test
•
•
•
•

Descriptive
statistics
Paired samples ttest
Wilcoxon Signed
Rank Test
Thematic analysis

Quantitative Data Analysis
Responses to the essay question on the pre- and post-assessment were scored using a
writing rubric developed by members of the English department at the school.
The rubric is aligned with the South Carolina College- and Career-Ready Standards for
Writing (South Carolina Department of Education, 2015). The rubric, shown in Table
3.9, was designed to score writing competency in organization, content development,
incorporation of research, diction, and usage. Using applicable language from the state
writing standards, the rubric gives a score in each competency from a 1 (beginning to
address the standard) to a 4 (exceeding the standard). Essays were scored by myself and
an instructional coach at the school to ensure consistent and accurate evaluation. The two
scores were then averaged together to determine the student’s constructed response score.
Because of the goals-based nature of the interventions, students received a holistic score,
which was comprised of student scores in all areas of the rubric, and a goal-area score
which only addressed the rubric indicator from the student’s writing goal. The Wilcoxon
signed rank test was used to analyze quantitative data for the holistic constructed
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response score. This test is a non-parametric counterpart to the paired samples t-test
(LaMorte, 2017). The test is used when one or more of the statistical assumptions are
violated, such as when data are non-normally distributed due to small sample size, which
makes a paired samples t-test unreliable (Bowerman & O’Connell, 2007; Mcdonald,
2009). The Wilcoxon signed rank test was used instead of the paired samples t-test in this
intervention because the data from the holistic scores were non-normally distributed.
Bowerman and O’Connell (2007) stated that when the number of participants in a study
is small, data distribution is often rendered non-normal. These factors make the Wilcoxon
signed rank test appropriate for quantitative data analysis in this study. The goal area
scores were found to be normally distributed and were analyzed using the paired samples
t-test. These analyses were performed on the pre- and post-assessment data, which
address RQ1, and the survey data which address RQ2. The statistical analysis software
JASP was used to analyze the quantitative data. The Wilcoxon Signed Rank was used to
compare the means of each survey subscale before and after the intervention to determine
whether there is any statistically significant change in results (Bowerman & O’Connell,
2007; LaMorte, 2017; Mcdonald, 2009). The use of this non-parametric test in this
intervention helped ensure that the data were not skewed due to the small sample size
(Hogg et al., 2015).
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Table 3.9 English II Constructed Response Rubric

Writing
competency
Organization

Exceeding

Levels of Writing Competency
Meeting

Intentional system of
organization is consistent
and enhances
understanding (5)

(W1) Intentional system of
organization is consistent
and fosters understanding
(4)

Written work begins with
a concise but detailed
introduction in which
includes a specific and
interesting claim (5)

(W2) Written work begins
with a concise introduction
which includes a specific
claim (4)
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Body introduces
compelling evidence,
which is analyzed
thoroughly and
elaborated on, and ends
with an interesting
summary linking
evidence and claim (5)
Work ends with a
conclusion that
effectively summarizes
ideas without merely
repeating the introduction
and brings work to a
logical and natural end,
leaving the audience with

(W2) Body introduces
evidence which is
elaborated on and ends with
a brief summary linking
evidence and claim (4)
(W2) Work ends with a
conclusion that effectively
summarizes ideas and
brings work to a logical
close and offers some
explanation for what the
audience should do with
their new learning (4)

Developing

Consistent use of basic
organization (3)

Beginning

Work begins with an
introduction that includes
a claim (3)

Paper lacks direction
OR organization
strategy does not
promote
understanding of
ideas

Body contains evidence
and a link to the claim (3)

Insufficient writing to
determine mastery

Work ends with a
conclusion that repeats the
claim (3)

a clear understanding of
what to do with their new
learning (5)
Content

Topic is fully developed
with sufficient,
compelling, and relevant
details and keeps the
audience needs and
biases in mind (5)
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Introduction offers
relevant background
information to fill in
audience knowledge gaps
and a precise and
interesting claim that
outlines the information
to be discussed in the
work (5)
Body offers a clear
understanding of the
claim through sufficient
detail that is fully
explained, considers
multiple perspectives,
and does not over or
under explain
information (5)
Content is relevant,
interesting, and fallacy-

(W1) Topic is fully developed
with sufficient, relevant details
and keeps audience needs in
mind (4)
(W2) Introduction offers
relevant background
information and a precise claim
that outlines the information to
be discussed in the work (4)
(W2) Body offers a clear
understanding of the claim with
sufficient detail that is fully
explained and does not leave
any gaps in understanding (4)
(W1) Content is relevant and
avoids presenting fallacious or
overly simplified reasoning (4)
(W1) Conclusion provides
audience with a clear summary
of ideas and implications for
new ideas, without introducing
new information (4)

Topic is developed in
some detail (3)
Introduction offers
background information
and attempts to direct the
paper with a claim (3)
Body introduces evidence
related to the claim and
attempts to explain the
connection between the
evidence and the claim (3)
Content is relevant with 12 instances of fallacious
reasoning (3)

Does not go into detail
with evidence in
development of claim
Does not guide the
paper with the claim
OR does not link
evidence to the claim
Work is fallacious and
biased
Insufficient writing to
determine mastery

free (5)
Content maintains an
objective and
authoritative tone (5)

Incorporating
Research
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Conclusion provides
audience with a clear
summary of ideas
without repeating the
entire paper, introducing
new information, or
leaving the audience with
questions (5)
Consistent use of citation
format makes it clear
what information is
borrowed; citations are
error-free (5)
Valid research of a wide
variety of sources, both
primary and secondary,
fully supports ideas and
presents multiple
perspectives throughout
the body of writing (5)
Effective introduction
and use of direct quotes
and paraphrases as
needed supports ideas,
fosters understanding,

(W2) Consistent use of citation
format makes it clear what
information is borrowed; may
have minor errors in formatting
(4)
(W1) Valid research from
multiple types of sources
supports ideas and presents
multiple perspectives
throughout the body of the
writing (3)
(W1) Effective use of direct
quotes or paraphrases as needed
to support ideas and foster
understanding without
plagiarizing ideas (4)

Lack of consistency OR
major errors in formatting
leads to some confusion in
determining whether
information is borrowed
(2)
Research is incorporated
but may be used in
isolation in a few
instances (2)
Direct quotes and
paraphrases are used
awkwardly or too much,
indicating some
plagiarism (2)
Some attempt to link

Borrowed information
is invalid or
incorporated in such a
way as to indicate
plagiarism
Insufficient writing to
determine mastery

and builds interest
(W1) All research presented is
without plagiarizing ideas linked to central claim through
AND artistically uses
thoughtful elaboration (3)
ideas of others to lead
into original thought (5)

Diction

All research presented is
linked to central claim
through thoughtful
elaboration and analysis
(5)
Diction is clear, precise,
and intriguing without
being over-simplistic or
wordy (4)
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Vocabulary is advanced
and academic and fosters
a formal, authoritative
tone (4)
Sentence structures are
varied and incorporate a
wide variety of phrases
and clauses to convey
precise information and
build interest as well as
create a smooth flow of
information (4)
Transitions are used
throughout the entire
work to promote

(W3) Diction is clear and
precise without being oversimplistic or wordy (3)
(W3) Vocabulary is advanced
and academic and fosters
formal tone (3)
(W4) Sentence structures are
varied and incorporate a wide
variety of phrases and clauses
to convey precise information
and build interest (3)
(W2) Transitions are used to
promote organization and
increase interest (3)
(W4) Parallel structure is used
to promote clarity of ideas and
organization (3)

research to claim (2)

Diction is basic but
effective with a few
attempts to use more
advanced phrasing (2)
Some lapses in formal
tone (2)
Some variance in sentence
structure conveys more
detailed information (2)
Occasional use of
transitions (2)
1-2 errors in parallel
structure create some
confusion for the reader
(2)

Major lapses in word
choice create confusion
and detract from
interest of the writing
or create too much
informality
Very little variety in
sentence structure
Insufficient writing to
determine mastery

organization and increase
interest (4)

Usage

No errors in parallel
structure (4)
No words are used
incorrectly (3)
Entire work is in active
voice with few instances
of unnecessary verb
phrases (3)

(W4) Words are used correctly
throughout the work (2)
(W4) No more than 2 lapses in
active voice (2)
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No errors in agreement
errors or tense (2)

(W4) Agreement errors (both of
pronouns and verbs) do not
inhibit the reader’s ability to
understand ideas (1)

Work is virtually free of
all punctuation,
capitalization, or spelling
errors (2)

(W5) Punctuation errors do not
promote confusion;
capitalization errors do not
inhibit understanding (1)

Some errors in word
Grammar and usage
usage, voice, or agreement errors severely impact
(1)
the reader’s ability to
understand information
Punctuation and
capitalization errors lead
to confusion for the reader
(1)

Qualitative Data Analysis
Qualitative data analysis began with verbatim transcription of student interviews.
Transcriptions were then analyzed using an inductive approach. An inductive approach is
the development of generalizations from specific occurrences (Creswell, 2014; Thomas,
2003). The researcher read through the transcripts in their entirety to get an understanding
of the interviews as a whole, adding memos about ideas or concepts that emerge during
reading (Braun & Clarke, 2012; Creswell & Plano Clark, 2017). Memos in this study
were created using the web-based qualitative data analysis tool, Delve. After gaining a
clear picture of the interviews as a whole, the data was categorized into codes that align
with the research questions (Creswell, 2014; Creswell & Creswell, 2018). Codes were
developed through iterative readings of interviews in their entirety. When something
potentially relevant to a research question appeared, it was coded. Enough codes were
developed to “capture the diversity, and the patterns, within the data” (Braun & Clarke,
2012, p. 63).
Delve was used to assist in coding and conducting analysis of qualitative data.
Codes were a mixture of descriptive codes, which offer a quick snapshot of
the content from the interview, and interpretive codes, which will address inferred
meaning from the interviews that participants may not have addressed verbatim (Braun &
Clarke, 2012).
From the codes, themes were developed that depicted the data in relation to
research questions. To do this, codes were reviewed to identify areas of similarity or
overlap (Braun & Clarke, 2012). This allowed data to be aggregated into major
categories, which allowed for the identification of themes and to search for
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commonalities among interviews and make sense of the commonalities presented across
the data (Braun & Clarke, 2012; Creswell, 2014; Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Stuckey,
2015). Looking for repetition, metaphors and analogies, similarities and differences,
missing data, theory-related material, and causal or conditional relationships helped
develop codes into themes (Bernard et al., 2017). Each theme portrayed a small piece of
the overall story from the interviews, and each theme fit with the other themes to gain a
clearer picture of the students’ reactions to the intervention. Thematic mapping, or the
use of a concept map to keep track of codes assigned to themes and interrelatedness of
themes, will be used to keep track of possible themes and their related codes (Braun &
Clarke, 2012; Saldaña, 2016). Once all potential themes were developed, themes were
reviewed to ensure they related to the coded data and the data as a whole (Birks et al.,
2008; Braun & Clarke, 2012). Themes that are not supported by data from multiple
participants were combined, rearranged, or discarded until the themes remaining
presented the most important and relevant data (Braun & Clarke, 2012). These final sets
consisted of themes with a singular focus, related to but not overlapping other themes,
and directly addressing the two research questions addressed through interview data
(Braun & Clarke, 2012; Creswell & Creswell, 2018). Quotes from the interviews will be
selected to present a “vivid, compelling example” to highlight the interpretation
developed from the themes (Braun & Clarke, 2012) and will form the basis for a thick,
rich description of the qualitative data.
Representation
Data were presented using a side-by-side approach (Creswell, 2014). Quantitative
assessment data were presented and compared to the quantitative survey data to
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determine if there were any correlations between attitudes towards writing and writing
skills. Then qualitative interview data were compared to the quantitative data to offer
participant insight into the quantitative data (Creswell, 2014; Miles et al., 1994).
Quantitative and qualitative data were triangulated so that both types of data support
themes, lending credibility to the study (Bauwens, 2010; Creswell, 2014; Creswell &
Creswell, 2018; Creswell & Plano Clark, 2017; Tracy, 2010). Even when data appear
divergent, triangulation of quantitative and qualitative data can be a powerful tool in
generating questions and delivering complete analyses of data (Spillane et al., 2010).
Tracy (2010) asserts that credible research is characterized by thick description that
shows, rather than tells, information. Interpretations of the data were disclosed in the
discussion section using narrative text identifying major themes and thick, rich
description. Thick, rich descriptions are “bountifully supplied, generous, and unstinting”
(Weick, 2007, p. 16) and are generated through the use of multiple examples, contexts,
and theoretical constructs. In this study, thick, rich description ensured that the behaviors
and interactions discussed in the study did not become divorced from the research and
that social or cultural factors that impacted the findings were made clear to readers who
are unfamiliar with the research context (Tracy, 2010). The narrative presented in chapter
four includes the assertions made from the data, as well as supporting evidence for those
assertions.
Procedures and Timeline
The timeline for the research study was as follows: Phase 1: Participant
identification, Phase 2: Pre-intervention data collection, Phase 3: Blended writing
instruction using technology-enhanced writing conferences, and Phase 4: Post-
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intervention data collection. Each phase, as outlined in Table 3.10, will be described in
more detail below.
Table 3.10 Timeline of Research Study
Phase

Actions

Phase 1: Participant Identification

1. Identify participants
2. Contact participants
3. Collect consent and assent
forms with guardians and students
respectively

Phase 2: Pre-intervention Data
Collection

1. Writing pretest
2. Student pre-intervention survey

1 week

Phase 3: Intervention and Data
Collection

1. Blended writing instruction
using
technology-enhanced writing
conferences
2. Writing posttest
3.
1. Student postsurvey and
interviews

5 weeks

Phase 4: Post-intervention Data
Collection

Time
Frame
1 week

1 week

Phase One: Participant Identification
Participant identification began in October 2020 and represented a sampling of
students enrolled in the researcher’s English II classes. Informed consent and assent were
collected simultaneously from parents and students using a combined consent and assent
form, which was sent home with eligible study participants. The form, as well as the IRB
approval letter for this study is available in Appendix A.
Phase Two: Pre-intervention Data Collection
In phase two of the intervention, the pre-intervention survey and the teacher-made
pre-assessment were administered before the intervention began. Students took the SelfRegulation Formative Questionnaire to determine their pre-existing attitudes towards
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writing and self-regulated learning skills. Students also completed the preassessment to
gather data concerning their existing writing skills. The preassessment data were used to
help determine students’ writing goals in their initial face-to-face conference.
Phase Three: Blended writing instruction using technology-enhanced writing
conferences.
Once data were collected, initial face-to-face writing conferences were held to
establish writing goals. Once the intervention begans, a series of lessons, including
lectures, practice opportunities, and assessments were posted to Google Classroom.
While students worked on lessons tailored towards their goals, individualized, teacherstudent face-to-face progress conferences were conducted.
Phase Four: Post-intervention data collection
After 15 classes of study opportunity and conference feedback, the postassessment and post-survey were administered. Finally, student interviews were
conducted to gain more insight into quantitative data.
Rigor and Trustworthiness
This action research study contains data obtained through several sources. In an
effort to ensure that data are reliable and the study findings trustworthy, multiple
strategies were employed: (a) use of previously validated instruments, (b) thick, rich
description, (c) member checking, and (d) peer debriefing, and (e) triangulation of
findings. These strategies improve data reliability and trustworthiness by establishing
“credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability” (Mertler, 2017, p. 140).
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Previously Validated Instruments
The quantitative data in this study were collected with a survey on self-regulated
learning skills in writing, as well as a pre- and post-assessment. The survey was
previously used and validated by other researchers (Gaumer Erickson & Noonan, 2018).
The pre- and post-assessment was developed using a question bank with items aligned to
the South Carolina College- and Career-Readiness Standards for English 2 (South
Carolina Department of Education, 2015), and that align with the format of questions
presented on the English 2 End-of-Course Exam. Another expert in English tests
reviewed the pre- and post-assessment to confirm internal consistency, i.e., that the
question items addressed target competencies. Furthermore, a second reader from the
English department helped score the constructed responses on both the pre- and postassessment. The qualitative semi-structured interview protocol was reviewed by an
instructional coach and the administrator in charge of curriculum before being reviewed
by a research methods expert.
Thick, Rich Description
The interviews provided insight into the quantitative data by offering more of an
insider’s perspective (Gill et al., 2008). In order to clearly convey qualitative findings,
thick, rich description were used when reporting themes (Mertler, 2017); this will ensure
that findings can be clearly understood and are not over-generalized by creating
descriptions that use concrete detail, explain non textual details, and show rather than tell
about participant experiences (Tracy, 2010).
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Member Checking
Member checking and participant debriefing were also used when reporting
qualitative data (Mertler, 2017). In this strategy, participants were provided with a list of
summarized findings and given an opportunity to share their perspectives (Harper &
Cole, 2012). The interviewed students were given the opportunity to check transcripts
and findings to ensure that nothing was misconstrued or omitted. This gave participants a
final chance to weigh in on the data they presented.
Peer Debriefing
Peer debriefing was also employed (Creswell, 2007, 2014). This involved
consulting with colleagues who are familiar with qualitative research and the participants
and curriculum involved in this study (Lietz & Zayas, 2010). The peers involved included
the department chair, the curriculum administrator, and an instructional coach at the site
the study was conducted. This process, as well as the other strategies employed
throughout data analysis, helped to ensure the validity and reliability of the study.
Triangulation
A primary strategy which was used to establish rigor and trustworthiness is
triangulation, which Mertler (2017) describes as the use of multiple methods and data
sources to enhance the validity of research findings. Triangulation with multiple data
sources used together can compensate for the weaknesses of the individual methods, as
well as enhance their benefits (Shenton, 2004). This study, for example, employed the
use of pre- and post-assessment data, student interviews, and student surveys. The
interviews will help inform and offer different perspectives towards the quantitative data,
and the quantitative data helped provide insight into the attitudes and opinions presented
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in the qualitative data. Findings that were contrary to major themes were reported and
analyzed. As Creswell (2014) highlights, reporting such discrepancies in data adds to the
credibility of the study, thus making the findings more reliable.
Plan for Sharing and Communicating Findings
Findings from this study were shared with multiple audiences. Findings for
individual students were shared with those students and their guardians through progress
reports in PowerSchool and as a cumulative project grade at the end of the study.
Findings were informally shared with teachers, administrators, and instructional coaches
at the school where the study was completed by making it part of the researcher’s statemandated Student Learning Outcomes document. All instruments, methods, and findings
were presented at an English Department meeting. Furthermore, findings were disclosed
to the district curriculum coordinator. On a formal level, findings will be presented at an
inter-district professional development conference called Innovation Institute held locally
each August. When presenting findings, student identities have been protected by
referring to participants using pseudonyms. No other identifying information was
collected, other than to mention that all participants were enrolled in an English II CP
class.
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CHAPTER 4
DATA ANALYSIS
The purpose of this action research was to determine how the supplemental use of
face-to-face writing conferences combined with digital Google Classroom instruction in a
blended learning environment impacts the writing and self-regulated learning skills of
high school students. The data from this study assist in building an understanding of the
impact of writing conferences and the use of blended learning on students’ writing skills
and ability to apply self-regulated learning strategies to their writing. The data collection
in this study aligned with two research questions:
1. How does the supplemental use of writing conferences in a blended learning setting
with digital Google Classroom instruction affect the writing skills of high school
students?
2. How do supplemental writing conferences in a blended learning environment with
digital Google Classroom instruction affect students’ self-regulated learning skills?
This chapter provides data on student performance on a teacher-developed pre- and postassessment and student self-regulated learning skills skills. After data collection began,
four students dropped out of the study due to quarantine related to Covid-19.
This chapter is divided into two sections which detail the data collected from this
mixed methods study. The quantitative section reviews the data from the teacher-made
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pre- and post-assessment and the pre- and post-results of the Self-Regulation Formative
Questionnaire. The qualitative section examines findings from post-study student
interviews.
Quantitative Analysis and Findings
This section provides the quantitative data gleaned from the instruments used in
this study. Students completed the teacher-made assessment and the Self-Regulation
Formative Questionnaire both before and after the intervention. The findings presented in
this section include the overall pre- and post-data for each participant and any related
analyses conducted on the quantitative data. This section will begin with a discussion of
the pre- and post-assessment data, followed by the pre- and post-survey data.
Teacher-Made Writing Skills Assessment
The pre- and post-assessment was developed using USATestPrep’s (2019)
question bank for the English 2 End-of-Course Exam and is aligned to the writing
standards for the class in which the study was conducted. The assessment was delivered
to participants via Google Forms before and after the intervention. The assessment
consisted of 13 multiple choice questions with four answer choices each, followed by one
constructed response item, which allowed students to create an initial draft of the essay
they revised throughout the intervention. The multiple-choice questions were worth one
point each, and the essay was worth up to four points. The constructed response item was
evaluated using a department-developed rubric for academic writing, which was also
aligned to state standards; performance on this question was assessed both holistically
and within each student’s goal area for this intervention.
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Descriptive Statistics. The raw data were first analyzed using descriptive
statistics. From the multiple- choice section of the pre-assessment (M = 46.67, SD =
12.71) to the post-assessment (M = 54.71, SD = 12.68), students’ overall comprehension
of writing improved. From the constructed response portion of the pre-assessment (M =
1, SD = 1) to the post-assessment (M = 30, SD = 70), students’ overall ability to apply
writing skills improved. Because the intervention was goals-based and many participants
only revised their work based on learning in one specific area, descriptive statistics were
also used on rubric scores in students’ individual goal areas. From the first draft on the
pre-assessment (M =.74, SD =.72) to the final draft submitted for the post-assessment (M
= 2.50, SD = .93), students’ overall ability to apply writing skills related to their
individual goals improved. An item difficulty analysis was run on the multiple-choice
section based on average scores of participants. An item difficulty analysis, shown in
Table 4.1, shows the difficulty of each question on the multiple-choice section of the
writing skills assessment. Item difficulty levels in this study are equal to the percentage
of participants who responded to the items correctly, in other words, the items’ mean
scores (University of Washington, 2018). Difficulty values range from .09 -1.0. The
mean difficulty index calculation is M = .61. According to the University of
Washington’s Office of Educational Assessment (2018), the ideal difficulty level for a
four-option multiple choice question with one correct answer is .74. Tobin (n.d.) explains
that difficulty levels between 0-20% are very difficult, 21-60 difficult, 61-90 moderately
difficult, and 91-100 easy. These levels indicate that the writing skills assessment
featured two very difficult items, five difficult items, four moderately difficult items, and
two easy items, and the overall difficulty level was moderately difficult (M = .61).
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Table 4.1. Item Difficulty – Writing Skills Post-assessment
Question
M

SD

Q1

.38

0

Q2

.09

1.41

Q3

.38

1.41

Q4

.67

.71

Q5

.76

0

Q6

.14

.71

Q7

.57

2.12

Q8

1.00

1.41

Q9

.90

.71

Q10

.90

0

Q11

.48

0

Q12

1.00

0

Q13

.62

0

Overall Assessment Difficulty

.61

0

Shapiro-Wilk normality tests. Participants’ scores were analyzed for both the
pre- and post-assessment. The Shapiro-Wilk test was performed to determine whether the
data were normally distributed for the multiple-choice and constructed response sections.
To complete the Shapiro-Wilk test, students’ pre- and post-assessment average scores
were calculated to create a variable which represents the difference between pre- and
post-assessment scores (McDonald, 2009). A Shapiro-Wilk test result with p values
above .05 are considered to be normally distributed, while p values less than .05 are not
normally distributed (Gibbons & Chakraborti, 2011). The data from both sections of the
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writing skills assessment were not found to be normally distributed. This is shown in
Table 4.2.
Table 4.2. Shapiro-Wilk Normality Tests – Writing Skills Assessment
Section

W

df

p

Multiple Choice
Constructed Response
Constructed Response in Goal Area
Note. * Indicates not normally distributed data (p < .05)

.90
.87
.94

20
20
20

.03*
.01*
.22

The results of the Shapiro-Wilk test guided the next steps for data analysis. Either a
paired samples t-test or a Wilcoxon signed-rank test could be used to analyze the
statistical significance of the data, depending on the normality of the data (LaMorte,
2017). Because the data from the multiple-choice and overall constructed response
sections of the writing skills assessment were not normally distributed the Wilcoxon
signed-rank test was determined to be the most appropriate test to run on the data
(McDonald, 2009); because the p-value for the constructed response score within the goal
area is greater than .05, the paired samples t-test was conducted to evaluate statistical
significance (Gibbons & Chakraborti, 2011).
Paired samples t-tests. A paired samples t-test was conducted to compare preand post-assessment scores for the constructed response scores within students’
individual goal area. The paired samples t-test, shown in Table 4.3, demonstrates that the
increase from the first draft of the essay (M = .74, SD = .72) within students’ goal areas
to the final draft submitted for the post-assessment (M = 2.50, SD = .93) was statistically
significant (t(20) = -10.29, p < .001, Cohen’s d = -2.25). According to Cohen (1988), any
value greater than the absolute value of .80 is a large effect size, anything between .50
and .79 is a medium effect size, and anything between .20 and .49 is a small effect size.
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Cohen’s d in this intervention revealed a large effect size for the change within students’
individual goal areas.
Table 4.3. Individual Goal Area t-test Results.
Pretest

Posttest

Unit

M

SD

M

SD

t

df

p

d

Individual Constructed
Response Goal Area

.74

.72

2.50

.93

-10.29

20

<.01

-2.25

Wilcoxon signed-rank tests. Because the data from the pre- and post-assessment
were not normally distributed, the Wilcoxon signed-rank test was used for analysis
because the test can be used to produce valid non-parametric results in data that are nonnormally distributed (Pappas & DePuy, 2004). Analysis of the data was completed using
a program called JASP. The results of the analysis are presented in Table 4.4. To perform
the Wilcoxon signed-rank test, average scores were calculated for each section of the preand post-assessment, and the averages were compared using the Wilcoxon test
(McDonald, 2009). The effect size is calculated by dividing the W value by the root of the
total N observations, which produces the correlation coefficient r (Cohen, 1988). The
resulting statistical analysis is displayed in Table 4.3. Results of the Wilcoxon signedrank test indicate that the increase in student mean scores between multiple choice
section of the pre- and post-assessment (W= 0.90, p= .03, r= -.54) had a medium effect
size and were not statistically significant, but the increase from the overall first draft of
the constructed response question to the final draft (W= 0.87, p= <.01, r= -1.0) had a
large effect size and was statistically significant.
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Table 4.4. Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test – Writing Skills Assessment
Pretest
Units

Posttest

Mdn.

SD

Mdn.

SD

W

p

r

Multiple Choice

.46

.13

.54

.13

0.90

.03

-.54

Constructed Response

.01

.01

.03

.73

0.87

<.01*

-1.00

* Indicates the differences between pretest and posttest is significant p < .05.

Self-Regulation Formative Questionnaire
Participants completed the Self-Regulation Formative Questionnaire before and
after the intervention to measure the impact of the intervention on students’ self-regulated
learning skills skills, specifically as they apply to writing. The survey featured 22 fivepoint Likert scale questions which comprise four subscales (Planning, Monitoring,
Adjusting, and Reflecting). Questions asked students to determine how often the 22
statements in the survey were applicable to them with statement choices of never true (1),
sometimes (2), neutral (3), often (4), or always (5).
Descriptive Statistics. First, the survey data were analyzed using descriptive
statistics. Data are presented in Table 4.5. Descriptive statistics were used on the pre- and
post-survey in each subscale: planning pre-survey (M = 2.90, SD = 0.67), planning postsurvey (M = 3.20, SD = 0.77), monitoring pre-survey (M = 3.10, SD = 0.53), monitoring
post-survey (M = 3.60, SD = 0.57), adjusting pre-survey (M = 3.10, SD = 0.62), adjusting
post-survey (M = 3.40, SD = 0.52), reflecting pre-survey (M = 3.40, SD = 0.71), and
reflecting post-survey (M = 3.60, SD = 0.71). Overall mean scores showed an increase in
each subscale, with the monitoring subscale demonstrating the biggest increase.
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Table 4.5. Descriptive Statistics –Questionnaire
Subscales
Planning

Monitoring

Adjusting

Reflecting

M

SD

Pre-survey

2.90

0.67

Post-survey

3.20

0.77

Difference

0.30

Pre-survey

3.10

0.53

Post-survey
Difference

3.60
.50

0.57

Pre-survey

3.10

0.62

Post-survey

3.40

0.52

Difference

0.30

Pre-survey

3.40

0.71

Post-survey

3.60

0.71

Difference

0.20

Note. Out of five-point Likert scale
Shapiro-Wilk normality tests. After analyzing the data with descriptive
statistics, the survey data were tested for normal distribution using the Shapiro-Wilk test.
To complete the Shapiro-Wilk test subscale averages for each participant for both the
pre- and post-survey were calculated (McDonald, 2009). The differences between the
pre- and post-survey for each subscale was calculated, and the differences were analyzed
using the Shapiro-Wilk test. The test results are shown in Table 4.6. The planning (p =
.49), monitoring (p = .17), and reflecting (p =.08) subscales were found to be normally
distributed, while the adjusting subscale (p = .08) was found to be non-normally
distributed, as shown in Table 4.6. The results of the Shapiro-Wilk test were used to
determine the next steps for data analysis.
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Table 4.6. Shapiro-Wilk Normality Tests –Questionnaire
Subscales

W

df

p

Planning

.96

20

.49

Monitoring

.93

20

.17

Adjusting

.87

20

>.01

Reflecting

.92

20

.08

Note. * Indicates not normally distributed data (p < .05).
Based on the results of the Shapiro-Wilk test, either the paired samples t-test or the
Wilcoxon signed-rank test were used to determine statistical significance, as shown in
Table 4.7. The data for the normally distributed subscales were analyzed using the paired
samples t-test, while the data for the subscale that was non-normally distributed was
analyzed using the Wilcoxon signed-rank test (Gibbons & Chakraborti, 2011). In an
effort to reduce Type 1 error inflation, the Bonferroni correction (Bland & Altman,
1995). This adjustment revealed a new significance of p < .01.
Table 4.7. Data Analysis Method Alignment Based on Normality of Data
Shapiro-Wilk Test Results

Subscales

Data Analysis Method

Normally Distributed

Planning
Monitoring
Reflecting

Paired sample t-test

Not Normally Distributed

Adjusting

Wilcoxon signed-ranks
test

Paired samples t-test. Paired samples t-tests were conducted to compare
participants’ survey responses on the pre- and post-survey for the normally distributed
subscales (planning, adjusting, and reflecting). To complete this test, participants’
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averages in each subscale were calculated, and the changes in each subscale were
compared using the t-test (LaMorte, 2017). Data from the paired samples t-test are
displayed in Table 4.8. The findings from the paired samples t-test indicated that the
increase in participants’ self-regulated learning skills in monitoring (Pre-survey M = 3.12,
SD = 0.53; post-survey M = 3.60, SD = 0.59), t(20) =-3.67, p < .01, Cohen’s d = -0.80 is
statistically significant with a large effect size. The increase in students’ self-regulated
learning skills in planning (Pre-survey M = 2.85, SD = 0.67; post-survey M = 3.20, SD =
0.77), t(20) =-2.07, p < .05, Cohen’s d = -0.45 was not statistically significant and in the
area of reflecting (Pre-survey M = 3.39, SD = 0.71; post-survey M = 3.56, SD = 0.71),
t(20) =-1.10, p < .28, Cohen’s d = -0.24 were not statistically significant (McDonald,
2009) and had small effect sizes (Cohen, 1988).
Table 4.8. Paired Sample t-Tests –Questionnaire
Pretest
Subscales

Posttest

M

SD

M

SD

t

df

p

d

Planning

2.85

0.67

3.20

0.77

-2.07

20

.05

-0.45

Monitoring

3.12

0.53

3.60

0.59

-3.67

20

<.01*†

-0.80

Reflection

3.39

0.71

3.56

0.71

-1.10

20

.28

-0.24

Note. Out of five-point Likert scale.
* Indicates the differences between pre-survey and post-survey is significant p < .05.
† Indicates the differences between pre-survey and post-survey is significant at
Bonferroni correction level p < .01.

Wilcoxon signed-rank tests. Because the adjusting subscale was not normally
distributed, the data were analyzed using the Wilcoxon signed-rank test. To conduct this
test, the average Likert scale responses of the adjusting subscale were calculated for both
the pre- and post-survey (McDonald, 2009). Results were then compared using the
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Wilcoxon signed-rank test. Results are displayed in Table 4.9. The Wilcoxon signed-rank
test indicates that the increase in mean between the pre- and post-survey for the adjusting
subscale is statistically significant at both p value (p < .05) and the Bonferroni correction
level of p < 0.01.
Table 4.9. Wilcoxon Signed-Ranks Test –Questionnaire
Pre-survey

Post-survey

Subscale

Mdn.

SD

Mdn.

SD

W

p

r

Adjusting

3.30

0.62

3.30

0.52

-.58

< .04*

-.60

Note. Out of five-point Likert scale.
* Indicates the differences between pre-survey and post-survey is significant p < .05.
† Indicates the differences between pre-survey and post-survey is significant at
Bonferroni correction level p < .01.
In conclusion, both the writing skills pre- and post-assessment and the SelfRegulation Formative Questionnaire were analyzed using descriptive statistics. Then data
from both quantitative instruments were tested for normal distribution using the ShapiroWilk test. Because data from the pre- and post-assessment were not normally distributed,
those data were analyzed for statistical significance using the Wilcoxon signed-rank test.
Results indicate that the increase in writing skills on the constructed response item was
statistically significant; however, the increase on the multiple choice portion and the
overall increase in scores were not statistically significant. The overall increase in means,
both overall and within individual subscales, of the survey were not statistically
significant.
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Qualitative Findings and Interpretation
This study involved one source of qualitative data: the post-intervention student
interviews. This section will address the findings from the six interviews conducted
following the conclusion of the intervention.
Individual Interviews
Once participants submitted their post-assessments and surveys, six participants
were selected for one-on-one interviews about their experiences during the intervention
and its impact on their self-regulated learning skills and writing skills. Participants were
selected for interviews based on their completion of the entire intervention and to
represent a mix of ability levels and special needs that were representative of the entire
participant population. Table 4.10 offers a breakdown of interviewees’ demographic
information. Individual interviews lasted between 10 and 15 minutes each, adding up to
87 minutes total. They took place in the researcher’s classroom and were conducted faceto-face. Three interviews were conducted during independent work time in the
participant’s class, and three interviews were conducted during the researcher’s planning
time. One interview was not completed due to the sudden school shut-down following a
spike in COVID-19 quarantines, as well as the participant’s inability to attend the
interview virtually. Furthermore, one of the interviews had to be split in two parts due to
the participant’s discipline meeting with administration. The interview questions focused
on both research questions, addressing participant’s perception of their writing skills and
self-regulated learning skills skills. The interview followed a semi-structured format. All
interview questions were open-ended. The researcher prompted each interviewee with the
interview questions, listened to the responses while two recording apps were used as back
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up, and recorded notes on student responses; follow-up questions were introduced as
needed.
Table 4.10 below presents the pseudonym for each interviewee. It also identifies
his or her gender, race or ethnicity, academic track (whether the student is enrolled in
honors or college preparatory classes), and any special needs such as an Individualized
Education Plan (IEP), English for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL) designation, or
504 plan, which is a legally binding accommodation plan for students with health
impairments not covered by an IEP. Finally, the table shows each interviewee’s chosen
goal area for improving their writing skills.
Table 4.10. Interviewees’ Demographic Information
Pseudonym

Gender

Track

Needs

Abner

Male

CP

IEP

Lilly

Female

CP

Morgan

Female

H

Trevor

Male

H

ESOL

Content

Michael

Male

CP

IEP

Content

Female

CP

IEP

Content

Belle

Organization
Incorporating
Research
Organization

Interviews were manually transcribed by the researcher from the recordings once
the interviews were completed. Transcriptions were checked for accuracy by both the
researcher and the interviewees through member checking. All interviews were
confirmed by the interviewee. Introductory information in which the researcher explained
the project, the purpose of the interviews, and the rights of participants were deleted from
the transcripts. Additionally, one participant’s accidental use of profanity was redacted in
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the final transcript. Transcripts were housed in their own password-protected Google Doc
until after they had been finalized by the researcher and approved by the interviewee. All
transcripts were then copied and pasted into Delve for coding.
Analysis of qualitative data. Interview transcripts were examined using
inductive analysis (Creswell, 2017; Mertler, 2017). Once transcriptions were complete,
the researcher reviewed them multiple times to become familiar with the contents.
Transcriptions were uploaded into the coding web tool Delve. Qualitative data underwent
two cycles of coding. Each cycle consisted of multiple rounds of coding. Open coding
was performed during the first cycle, while pattern coding was applied on the second
cycle (Saldaña, 2016). The following sections provide a description of these cycles and
generated codes, followed by an explanation about the development of qualitative
themes.
Precoding. Before beginning coding of the transcripts, each interview was
labelled with attribute coding (Saldaña, 2016). Transcripts were coded with each
interviewee’s student number, goal area, and first and final draft rubric scores for the
essay written as part of the intervention. Transcripts were also marked with any special
needs the student has, including whether they have an IEP, are designated as ESOL, or
were enrolled in honors classes. The attribute coding assisted data analysis by allowing
the researcher to retrieve information on each interviewee, as well as to locate trends
among participants based on their demographic information.
First cycle coding. For the first iteration of coding, three separate rounds of
coding occurred in order to locate important trends among the interviewee’s comments.
Transcripts were analyzed sentence-by-sentence in each cycle (Saldaña, 2016). A sample
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of the first cycle coding in the Delve web tool is pictured in Figure 4.1. Each of these
rounds of first cycle coding will be explained here. Process coding was applied
throughout each transcript to highlight specific student actions throughout the
intervention (Saldaña, 2016). Simultaneous coding was also used to apply multiple codes
to the same sentences, allowing for the addition of concept codes which highlight the
connection between interviewee’s comments and the theories and practices related to the
research questions for the intervention (Saldaña, 2016).

Figure 4.1. Open coding of interview transcript in the Delve web tool
Process codes were applied throughout each transcript to highlight specific
student actions throughout the intervention (Saldaña, 2016). Simultaneous coding was
also used to apply multiple codes to the same sentences, allowing for the addition of
concept codes which highlight the connection between interviewee’s comments and the
theories and practices related to the research questions for the intervention (Saldaña,
2016). An example of an interview excerpt with simultaneous codes is shown in Figure
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4.2. Finally, in order to capture an accurate portrayal of students’ attitudes and
judgements about parts of the intervention, affective (value) codes were applied to each
transcript (Saldaña, 2016).

Figure 4.2. An example of simultaneous coding with a sentence sharing multiple codes
The first cycle of coding yielded 78 preliminary codes. Before moving on to
second cycle coding, preliminary codes were reviewed. Codes that were similar in
meaning were combined or revised to better address the essence of the data. For example,
goal area rationale and discussing goals were combined under the code goal-setting. The
phrasing of some codes was updated to better reflect the research questions for the
intervention. For example, aversion to work on computer was updated to read negative
reaction blended learning. All alterations of codes were recorded in the researcher’s
journal for data collection and analysis. An example of a completed coding scheme is
seen in Figure 4.3.
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Figure 4.3. Example of a coding scheme
Second cycle coding. The second cycle of coding consisted of one round of
pattern coding. This type of coding allows for the condensing of large amounts of data
into smaller chunks which allows for the development of themes (Saldaña, 2016). This
process of coding codes from the first cycle of coding allowed the researcher to lump
similar codes under big ideas using theoretical coding in order to highlight the theories
connected to the research questions. Finally, code mapping, seen in Figure 4.4, was used
to arrange like codes together to assist in determining which quotes would best add to the
write-up for the intervention.
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Figure 4.4. Code map used to develop pattern codes
Each pattern code consisted of multiple sub-codes from the first cycle of coding.
Codes developed in cycle two align with either self-regulated learning skills, blended
learning, or writing skills. For example, all codes related to the different phases of selfregulated learning (goal-setting, monitoring, reflecting, and assessing) were placed under
the pattern code self-regulated learning. This code encapsulated student perceptions about
self-regulated learning skills as a whole and each disparate phase related to self-regulated
learning skills. In order to create these second cycle codes, the researcher hand-wrote the
list of first cycle codes from Delve and then arranged them on a bubble chart in the
research notebook compiled during data collection and analysis. Four codes, inconsistent

104

application of SRL in previous grades, lack of familiarity, student confusion, and lack of
confidence, were placed under the pattern code, comfort levels. While these codes were
not directly aligned with a concept related to the research questions for the intervention,
the trends that emerged from those codes were still significant to understanding the
student perceptions of the study. A second pattern code was established to encapsulate
assorted intervention effects that did not directly align to one single research question
concept. This pattern code contained all first cycle codes where students referred to an
overall effect that related to multiple concepts. For example, the codes deeper learning
and individualized learning were identified by students as outcomes of the intervention as
a whole and not specifically blended learning or self-regulated learning. The first cycle
codes traditional learning critique, negative self-perception, lack of motivation,
motivation, social learning theory, and cognitive apprenticeship, did not produce any
specific patterns and did not fit into any one category, and they were discarded due to
both their insignificance in revealing trends related to the intervention and for their lack
of alignment with the research questions (Saldaña, 2016). Throughout the second cycle of
coding notes concerning the rationale for each grouping and pattern were made in the
researcher’s data collection and analysis journal to maintain a record of the relationships
between different codes (Mertler, 2017). Through the second cycle of coding, the initial
78 open codes were arranged into 6 pattern codes: blended learning, self-regulated
learning skills, writing skills, intervention effects, comfort levels, and attitudes towards
learning. These final pattern codes are displayed in Table 4.11.
Table 4.11. Cycle 2—Final Pattern Codes
Pattern
Codes

Pattern Code Definitions

Example Excerpt
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Blended
learning

Codes that addressed student
attitudes towards independent
web-based learning or faceto-face writing conferences

“I really liked the online stuff on my own
first because then I knew the information
that we needed to talk about in class the
next day. So instead of sitting in class
wasting my time, I already kind of knew
the information.” – Morgan

Codes that addressed student
perceptions of the selfregulated learning skills
infused writing lessons or
SRL strategies
Writing skills Codes that address student
perceptions of writing
instruction, writing skills, or
their own writing

“I think it’s cool that I can break work
down on my own now.” – Lilly

Intervention
outcomes

Codes that outline student
outcomes from the
intervention

“You showed me how to pause and
replay parts of the video. I like that
because then I can hear it again and
check my work. And it helped me
understand. Now that I know what to do,
I wish I could do that with all my
classes.” – Lilly

Comfort
levels

Codes that outline student
confusion/discomfort or
familiarity with intervention
components

“I mean this was the first time anyone
told me to grade myself. And I get what
you said about it being important to
know how you do at something. And I
know I need practice at the selfassessment stuff because it’s really
hard.” – Trevor

Attitudes
towards
learning

Codes that outline how
participants feel about
learning either in general or
as it related to the
intervention

“I go to school for my teacher to teach
me. It’s just not the same when I have to
do it on my own. Like I get the point
about having to read ahead in class to
prepare for the lesson in advance. But it
just doesn’t seem right. It just works
better when teachers tell you the stuff
you need to know and I copy it off the
board. I always got A’s doing that.”–
Trevor

Selfregulated
learning
skills
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“Like I know why I got what I got.
Because I had to work with what I did
wrong at first and make it better. Instead
of just not knowing and keeping on
doing what seemed right.” – Bella

Identifying themes. Once the pattern codes were established, the codes were
arranged and sorted in an attempt to discover categories and preliminary themes. Another
round of “code mapping” as described by Saldaña (2016, p. 218) was used to assist in
recording the arrangement of pattern codes to develop themes. Eight initial themes were
developed and a descriptive quote from the transcripts was aligned to each initial theme.
These were submitted to the dissertation chair for peer debriefing (Lincoln & Guba,
1985; Shenton, 2004). Suggestions were provided to better align the initial themes with
the research questions for the intervention because the initial themes were too studentfocused. Themes were revised, and the final themes are shown in Table 4.12.
By reviewing participants’ interviews, a theme concerning individualized
attention emerged. Participants repeatedly discussed their preference for having lessons,
conferences, and feedback that were based on their specific needs and that it made
learning new writing skills easier. The pattern code intervention effects and attitudes
towards learning, which was comprised of codes positive reaction to blended learning,
conferencing positive reaction, and blended learning, led to the development of
categories that addressed individualized learning, conferencing, and goals-based writing
instruction. From those categories, the theme, individualized support provided through
writing conferences and blended learning helped participants develop both writing and
self-regulated learning skills skills, was developed.
Reviewing transcripts also revealed trends concerning the difficulty participants
experienced with more student-driven learning models. Participants consistently
highlighted the fact that they did not like the transition to active student-driven aspects of
blended learning, self-regulated learning skills, especially self-assessment, and process.
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The pattern codes attitudes towards learning, blended learning, self-regulated learning
skills, and process writing, which was comprised of the codes negative attitude towards
SRL strategies, initial reactions, negative reactions to BL, student confusion and
assessing/SRL, led to the development the theme the transition to more active, studentdriven aspects of blended learning, self-regulated learning skills writing was difficult for
participants..
Table 4.12. Themes, Categories, and Illustrative Quotes
RQ1: How do the supplemental use of writing conferences in a blended learning
environment affect high school participants’ writing skills?
Theme

Associated
Categories

Example Quote

Individualized support
provided through writing
conferences and blended
learning helped
participants with writing
skills.

individualized
support in the
blended learning
environment

“I like it because you can help me
without others knowing. I actually
write on google classroom. I don’t
like to type. But it finds my spelling
problems.” – Michael

individualization
through the
conference model

Blended learning with
Promotion of deep
self-regulated learning
learning
skills-infused writing
lessons and face-to-face
conferencing led to deeper
learning of writing skills.

“Like because you have to know the
writing but then you also have to be
able to know the different levels. Like
if it’s right or not. And like don’t
laugh cuz im going to sound so dumb,
but I had not idea the bullets in the
rubric told you what to put in your
work.” – Bella

The opportunity to prelearn and practice writing
skills in the blended
learning intervention was
met with positive
reactions.

“At first I didn’t like it. Like that’s not
school. You’re supposed to have us
all copy the slides together while you
read them to us. Like I’ve never had
to go over anything on my own first. I
don’t think that’s something we’re
supposed to do. And I didn’t
understand what to do. But when I

Pre-learning of
content in a flipped
learning
environment
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didn’t turn anything in you were all
like why didn’t I do anything. You
showed me how to pause and replay
parts of the video. I like that because
then I can hear it again and check my
work. And it helped me understand.
Now that I know what to do, I wish I
could do that with all my classes.” —
Trevor
Conferencing and revision Writing conferences “So anyway, I really liked the online
opportunities led to
and feedback
stuff on my own first because then I
improved writing skills
Process writing
knew the information that we needed
to talk about in class the next day. So
instead of sitting in class wasting my
time, I already kind of knew the
information. I wrote my confusing
things in my agenda. So we could talk
about it during our meetings. Like it
just makes everything so much more
organized if I know the basics before
class. It made everything work better.
Like I don’t think the meetings would
have worked if you were having to
teach the entire class. Like the lessons
made it possible for me to have just
my time alone with you to get
specifically the information I needed.
It’s a really cool system. I wish we
able to do stuff like that in every class
all the time.” -Morgan
“Like I know why I got what I got.
Because I had to work with what I did
wrong at first and make it better.
Instead of just not knowing and
keeping on doing whjat seemed right”
– Bella
RQ2: How does the supplemental use of writing conferences in a blended learning
environment affect high school participants’ self-regulated learning skills skills?
Individualized support
provided through writing
conferences and blended
learning helped

Individualized
learning in the
blended learning
environment
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“You showed me how to pause and
replay parts of the video. I like that
because then I can hear it again and
check my work. And it helped me

participants with selfregulated learning skills.
The transition to more
active, self-regulated
learning aspects of
blended learning with
embedded self-regulated
learning skills skills was
difficult for participants.

understand. Now that I know what to
do, I wish I could do that with all my
classes.” –Lilly
Student-teacher
roles in the blended
learning
environment
Limited selfregulated learning
skills skills.

“I don’t enjoy them. I go to school for
my teacher to teach me. It’s just not
the same when I have to do it on my
own. Like I get the point about having
to read ahead in class to prepare for
the lesson in advance. But it just
doesn’t seem right. It just works better
when teachers tell you the stuff you
need to know and I copy it off the
board. I always got A’s doing that.” –
Trevor
“At first I was really confused. Like
there was so much information, and I
didn’t quite know what I needed to do
with it to make it work for my
writing.” –Morgan

Goal setting and
identification of writing
weaknesses led to
important improvement in
writing skills.

Self-regulated
learning to develop
writing skills

Participants remain
critical of self-assessing
their writing despite
making progress.

Student confidence
in self-assessment

Goals-based
learning.

Student confidence
in writing

“It never occurred to me to look at a
school assignment as a series of goals
or to-do list things or whatever. And it
literally just makes so much sense
because it makes it easier to ask
questions and focus on learning what I
needed for just that specific task. Like
I could just look at the rubric and say
like I was weakest in this area and
then be like I want to get this score, so
to get that score I need to do this, this,
and this..” –Morgan
“I mean on the rubric, it had all the
things for a 4, but I gave myself a 2. I
just wasn’t sure everything was right,
and I didn’t want to give myself a 4
and then have you grade it lower.” –
Trevor

The continued review of pattern codes and trends expressed within the interview
transcripts led to further themes related to the effects of blended learning and selfregulated learning skills infused writing instruction. The combination of the pattern codes
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intervention effects and student attitudes with the pattern codes self-regulated learning
skills, writing skills, and blended learning yielded several themes based on participants’
discussion of their experiences throughout the intervention.
Validating and finalizing themes. As themes were developed, the researcher
worked to locate substantial empirical evidence within coded interviews to ensure
sufficient support for each theme. Peer debriefing, and member checking were used to
validate the themes. Descriptive, verbatim quotes from the interview transcripts were
used to develop thick, rich description to illustrate the different themes (Creswell, 2017;
Mertler, 2017). The researcher’s data collection and analysis journal contain detailed
descriptions of and rationales for each code, as well as decisions made regarding themes
to supplement thick, rich descriptions provided through the interview quotes. Peer
debriefing (Lincoln and Guba, 1985) was performed with the dissertation chair, who
provided feedback concerning revisions to the language of themes and who helped align
themes and codes. Member checking (Creswell, 2017; Mertler, 2017) was attempted but
proved not to be feasible in this study. Interviewees were given the opportunity to review
the finalized list of themes and categories via email; however, by the time this list was
finalized, school had moved to being fully virtual due to a spike in COVID-19 cases, and
no participants responded.
Themes
Themes were created based on the finalized categories. Categories were
developed through the arrangement of common responses among multiple participants
based on the two research questions for the intervention (Saldaña, 2016). In this section,
each theme is presented along with illustrative verbatim quotes from the interviewees
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who have been anonymized through the use of pseudonyms. Eight overall themes were
developed from the qualitative data. First, the themes related to RQ1 along with their
categories will be presented. Then the themes related to RQ2 and their associated
categories will be discussed.
RQ1: How do the supplemental use of face-to-face writing conferences in a blended
learning environment with digital Google Classroom instruction affect high school
participants’ writing skills?
Theme 1: Individualized support provided through writing conferences and blended
learning helped participants develop writing skills.
This theme describes the connection participants made between receiving support
tailored to their personal needs and their ability to improve their writing skills.
Participants expressed that the goals-based lessons and individualized, face-to-face
writing conferences in the blended learning environment enabled participants to learn
necessary writing skills as well as clarify new learning in self-regulated learning skills.
One interviewee, Michael, described his experience with individualized support by
saying, “I like it because you can help me without others knowing. I actually write on
Google classroom. I don’t like to type. But it finds my spelling problems.” He discussed
how having the individualized support during writing conferences helped him to learn
goal-setting and progress monitoring for his writing, which in turn made it easier for him
to focus on his specific needs. A second interviewee, Morgan, discussed how the
individualized support helped her to further develop her writing:
Once you helped me with it from our first meeting and it made sense, all
of that stuff got a lot easier. So, it ended up being more helpful because it
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kept me from just writing like I always had. And it made me look at my
old writing to fix it instead of just doing something wrong and having it
stay wrong because I had to move on.
In general, all participants who attended the interviews reacted favorably to being able to
receive individualized support as part of the blended learning environment.
Theme 1 addresses participants’ positive reaction towards being able to receive
individualized support related to the development of their writing skills. The following
sections will discuss categories related to this theme: 1) individualization in the blended
learning environment and 2) individualization through the conference model.
Individualization in the blended learning environment. Two-thirds (n = 4) of
interviewees mentioned that the goals-based lessons provided through Google Classroom
helped participants better learn writing skills because it made the academic material more
limited to participants’ individual needs. Instead of focusing on all components of essay
writing at once or learning all the skills as a whole class, the blended learning component
of this intervention made it possible for participants to select one specific area of
weakness on their rubric and focus only on that skill. Bella asserted that the online
lessons made her feel like her class time was more valuable, stating, “I got to be in a class
by myself so I only had to talk about what I needed and then like you just ask a question
so I still kind of have to figure something out myself but you can help me with the stuff I
need.” Trevor concurred with the approval of receiving individualized attention, saying
he “liked that it [the intervention] was just about my writing, not stuff I already knew
how to do.” As both of these students assert, the individualized nature of the lessons for
the intervention allowed students at different academic levels to feel they were receiving
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more relevant instruction because the lessons were tailored to their personal needs.
Overall, interviewees connected their ability to receive individualized support through the
web-based component of the blended learning environment with their ability to more
completely develop their writing skills.
Individualization through writing conferences. All interviewees (n = 6)
expressed positive attitudes towards the individualized support they received during their
face-to-face writing conferences. Participants attributed this one-on-one time with the
teachers to their ability to improve their writing in two basic ways. One was improved
opportunity to receive tailored feedback. As Trevor stated, “[Conferences] helped me see
what I was messing up in my writing…I also really liked that we made notes on my draft
together while we were talking so you knew what I meant before giving me feedback.”
The second way participants the benefits of the face-to-face conference was through the
ability to talk over and brainstorm ideas to add in their writing. Lilly, who remained silent
during whole-group instruction, expressed the conferences were the most helpful part of
the intervention for her because “it made it impossible not to understand because you
could correct me when I said something dumb. Plus, I could talk about my ideas to get
them straight before I wrote them down.” Another student, Michael, who has an IEP and
reads and writes at the third-grade level, said “[Conferences] help me. I don’t know what
to write and you help me fix it.” Michael also expressed that he liked the conference
model because it allowed him to get individualized help without his classmates knowing
that he was struggling. Because the face-to-face time was set up so that everyone
received one-on-one support, he felt less singled out asking for help.
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Theme 2: Blended learning with self-regulated learning skills-infused writing lessons
and face-to-face conferencing led to deeper learning of writing skills
This theme outlines the trend that emerged from interviewees that suggests the
combination of blended learning, self-regulated learning skills, and face-to-face
conferencing fostered a deeper learning of writing skills. All interviewees (n = 6)
acknowledged that they felt they learned the skills related to their personal writing goal
on a deeper level as part of this intervention. Theme 2 discusses the reasons and reactions
participants had towards their deeper learning of writing skills, as well as their attribution
of the deeper learning to different aspects of the intervention. It covers a single category:
promotion of deeper learning to be discussed in the next section.
Promotion of deep learning. All interviewees discussed that they believe they
learned writing skills more deeply from this unit more deeply. Some participants
attributed this to the level of individualized support available because of the blended
learning model, while others attributed it to the goals-based nature of the unit made
possible by the blended learning model. For example, Morgan attributes her ability to
deeply learn new writing skills with being able to focus specifically on her needs. She
said, the intervention made “it possible for me to … get specifically the information I
needed. It’s a really cool system.” Morgan explained that being able to focus on one
specific skill made it possible to fill in gaps in her understanding so that she learned the
skill completely and at a level where she could apply the concept to her own writing. The
opportunity to focus on individual needs, rather than a generic lesson for everyone,
helped her learn her skills at a deeper level. Even participants who traditionally struggle
to learn and retain information acknowledged that they learned content at deeper levels
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than they have in the past. For example, Bella, who typically struggles with writing due
to a learning disability said, “I had to work with what I did wrong at first and make it
better. Instead of just not knowing and keeping on doing what seemed right.” The student
continued by explaining that the progress monitoring part of the web-based lesson made
her review the skills she was supposed to master and caused her to pay more attention to
learning the skills in a way that she could apply consistently on her own.
Interviewees also noted that one important component of their deeper learning of
writing skills stems from the fact that they had to be able to discuss their writing process
and progress during face-to-face writing conferences and in the progress monitoring
materials that were part of their online learning materials. This meant that they had to, not
only, read over the notes and complete lessons to demonstrate their conceptual
knowledge, but they also had to apply the concepts to their own work to prepare for their
writing conference. Lilly mentioned that knowing she would have to discuss her learning
during face-to-face time made her focus more on the lessons, thereby learning the skills
more deeply. She said, “And you made me talk, so it was like I learned it better than you
talking at me. I didn’t have a chance to go to sleep or anything so I learned the lessons.”
Lilly continued to admit that, because she knew she would have to discuss the skills she
was learning to apply, she spent more time reviewing the online material and rephrasing
lessons so that she could work at applying the information, rather than just memorizing
terms. One student Morgan discussed that she learned the writing skills from this
intervention unit deeply enough to begin applying them to other subject areas. She said,
Like when I did the adding details one, the highlights made it so clear that
I had a solid topic sentence and evidence, but it was also really really clear
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that I needed to explain how my evidence supported my thesis better
because I didn’t have enough lime green, so I added to that. And now I
highlight my writing for everything.
In this quote, Morgan explains that the online lesson which addressed selfevaluation of elaboration in paragraphs coached her through applying her writing skills to
evaluating her own writing. As a result of the progress monitoring that was part of the
web-based lessons and feedback received during face-to-face time, Morgan felt that she
learned the skill of elaboration well enough to apply to her history and biology writing
assignments as well. Her ability to apply the elaboration skill learned from the
intervention to writing in other contexts suggests that she learned the skill deeply enough
for it to become transferable.
Theme 3: The opportunity to pre-learn and practice writing skills in the blended
learning intervention was met with positive reactions
This theme addresses the assertion made by interviewees (n = 3) that they were
better able to develop their writing skills through the blended learning model because of
the opportunity to pre-learn, practice, and apply their learning to their own writing before
class. While a few participants did not react positively to completing work at home, some
interviewees acknowledged that this pre-learning time helped them feel more prepared
and better able to ask questions during class. As Morgan stated,
I really liked the online stuff on my own first because then I knew the
information that we needed to talk about in class the next day. So instead
of sitting in class wasting my time, I already kind of knew the information.
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Theme 3 relates to the category pre-learning of content in a flipped learning
environment, which will be discussed in the following sections.
Pre-learning of content in a flipped learning environment. Several participants
(n =3) attribute part of their growth in their writing to the ability to learn content
independently before needing to apply skills in class. They felt that this pre-learning of
content allowed them to have more time to work with the writing skills and develop
questions because they had time before class to realize what their areas of confusion
were. The pre-learning of content further allowed participants to use class time to address
their personal areas of concern or to discuss their learning and advance their
understanding of the writing skills for their coursework. Morgan felt that the pre-learning
of content enabled her to feel more organized as she prepared for her writing conferences.
Morgan said “I wrote my confusing things in my agenda. So, we could talk about it
during our meetings. Like it just makes everything so much more organized if I know the
basics before class.” She came to every conference with a list of things she wanted to
discuss and was able to essentially conduct her own conference because she had the
opportunity to prepare for class in advance by learning and practicing basic skills. On a
similar note, Bella asserted that the online lessons helped her narrow down the amount of
information she felt she needed to learn, saying “[W]riting is a lot of stuff and I forget it
all when I have to deal with it all at once.” Bella continued by discussing how prelearning the material helped her to work through all her ideas and have a better
understanding of how to ask questions and seek assistance during her conference time
because she already knew the terminology and basic concepts from her lessons.
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Theme 4: Conferencing and revision opportunities led to improved writing skills
This theme addresses the student perception that writing skills improved as a
result of writing conferences and required revisions to the essay. Participants expressed
that the verbal communication of feedback in face-to-face conferences followed by a
required revision process enabled them to more effectively learn the writing skills
associated with this intervention. For example, Bella confessed “well like in 8th grade we
had a different essay every week. And I’d do it and get a grade but then it was time to do
the next essay so I never even looked at the old essay again...so I kind of feel like that’s
why my writing stayed bad.” Overall, participants reacted positively to having just one
writing assignment which they had more time to perfect and respond to feedback. It
offers time to process the skills necessary to improve writing, rather than emphasizing the
quantity of writing produced, leading participants to care more deeply about focusing on
learning. As Lilly said, “I think I also like getting to re-do stuff. Like it makes me care
about actually understanding because the more I understand, the better I do. When I don’t
get to re-do, it’s like there’s no point understanding because, you know, you can’t fix it
so why bother.” Theme 4 addresses participants liking the opportunity to revise work.
This theme is divided into two categories: 1) writing conferences and feedback and 2)
process writing. Both will be discussed in the next two sections.
Writing conferences and feedback. Nearly all interviewees (n = 5) attributed
some of their improvement in writing skills to the face-to-face verbal and written
feedback provided during writing conferences. Participants discussed conferences as a
way to clarify issues with their writing, discuss their writing process, and evaluate their
progress towards their writing goals and work harder to improve their writing skills. Lilly
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said, “Like it made it impossible not to understand because you could correct me when I
said something dumb. Plus, I could talk about my ideas to get them straight before I
wrote it down.” The face-to-face conference and ability to receive private, verbal
feedback helped Lilly to feel more confident about writing things down because she was
able to clarify her understanding in smaller chunks, rather than become overwhelmed by
an entire essay that turned out to be incorrect. Furthermore, Trevor discussed that
conferences and feedback provided during the intervention helped him develop stronger
written ideas that were less wordy and more organized. He said, “I also really liked that
we made notes on my draft together while we were talking so you knew what I meant
before giving me feedback.” As an ESOL student, Trevor had been frustrated with the
fact that his language barrier had inhibited readers of his work from giving him
appropriate feedback. He appreciated the one-on-one feedback because it allowed him to
enter into the dialogue of evaluating his work and reduce the language barrier.
Process writing. Half of interviewees (n = 3) expressed a positive reaction
towards the implementation of process writing, or an instructional approach to teaching
writing that emphasizes treating writing as a series of mental processes that interact
cyclically, due to the ability to revise drafts multiple times. This enabled some
participants to work until they reached a single goal. Lilly stated, “Like I didn’t like that
you wanted us to do the same thing over and over again at first, but then it made sense
because it’s a lot easier to focus on one thing and then do it right.” Later in the interview,
she discussed how the implementation of process writing made it possible for her to
practice paraphrasing borrowed information until she was no longer submitting
plagiarized work, which was a weakness in her writing that had evolved into a
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disciplinary action in multiple classes. Other participants took advantage of the
implementation of process writing to work through multiple goals to submit more
polished writing. For example, Morgan said,
And then I completed that goal and well I accidentally had to make
another goal that I never told you about in our conferences because once I
added the detail to my body paragraphs my thesis and introduction made
like negative sense, so I spent a day working on those lessons.
The implementation of process writing encouraged Morgan to review her work before
submitting, leading her to focus on the quality of her writing. Overall the implementation
of process writing helped participants improve their writing skills, regardless of their
prior knowledge or skill level.
Research Question 2: How do the supplemental use of writing conferences in a
blended learning environment affect high school participants’ self-regulated
learning skills skills?
Theme 1: Individualized support provided through writing conferences and blended
learning helped participants with self-regulated learning skills
This theme outlines the trend in qualitative data that individualized support
provided during both the online lessons and face-to-face writing conferences in the
blended learning environment may have also helped participants develop their selfregulated learning skills skills. All participants expressed some initial confusion over how
to practice self-regulated learning. Two-thirds of participants (n = 4) explained that they
were better able to learn the skills of setting goals, monitoring progress, self-assessing,
and reflecting as a result of the initial face-to-face writing conference with the teacher.
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For example, when asked about learning to set a goal for her writing, Lilly said “after you
sat with me and told me I was supposed to break my assignment into little pieces and that
I could just pick a part of the rubric to focus on I was excited.” The implementation of
self-regulated learning skills was the intervention variable most unfamiliar to
participants, so multiple participants discussed the need for more explicit teaching of
these skills in an individualized setting before being able to implement them in relation to
writing.
Theme 5 addresses the participants’ perceived need for individualized support to
learn self-regulated learning skills skills and the positive reaction they had towards
working with these skills once individualized support was provided. This theme
encompasses the category individualization in the blended learning environment, which
will be discussed in the next section.
Individualization in the blended learning environment. Half of interviewees (n
= 3) explained that they had no previous experience with academic self-regulated
learning skills, and one interviewee expressed having had very limited experience with
goal-setting only. For example, Bella expressed her lack of familiarity by saying,
So like at first all the goals and stuff made it harder because like you gave
me a essay assignment so I just want to get the writing over and do
something else and it was the same with the highlighter thingy and the
reflection and the rubric. Like I didn’t know what to do with that stuff so it
was annoying to have to learn this whole new set of stuff just to write an
essay.
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Participants initially struggled to begin implementing self-regulated learning with
their writing content. The information on self-regulated learning skills for writing was
part of the online component of the blended learning environment. Even though
participants reviewed the online material, they struggled to successfully implement selfregulated learning skills with their own writing, and this became a focus of some of the
initial conferences, as participants expressed a need for face-to-face, individualized
guidance to learn these skills. Trevor stated, “Like I feel better grading myself and
making goals once you told me that I was on the right track.” He was capable of
reviewing and understanding the material in Google Classroom, but he benefited from the
face-to-face time to discuss his learning to ensure he was practicing the new skills
appropriately. The blended learning environment with its split between independent webbased work and its face-to-face, individualized instruction made it possible for
participants to receive modelling, coaching, and gradual increase of independence when
practicing self-regulated learning skills.
Theme 2: The transition to more active student-driven aspects of blended learning with
embedded self-regulated learning skills skills was difficult for participants.
Two-thirds of interviewees (n = 4) expressed a negative reaction towards the
transition from passive, traditional learning to the more active blended learning with selfregulated learning skills embedded in the curriculum. This transition proved difficult for
some participants, causing them to express confusion and even frustration with the
increased need for independence and ownership of learning. Trevor summed up this
negative reaction by providing the following explanation:
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I go to school for my teacher to teach me. It’s just not the same when I
have to do it on my own. Like I get the point about having to read ahead in
class to prepare for the lesson in advance. But it just doesn’t seem right. It
just works better when teachers tell you the stuff you need to know and I
copy it off the board. I always got A’s doing that.
This pre-existing perception of school and the student-teacher roles within it created a bit
of a block for Trevor as he learned how to drive his own learning. Much of this difficulty
with transitioning to more student-driven learning highlights a lack of self-regulated
learning skills skills among participants. Theme 2 addresses the expressed student
difficulty with adjusting to less traditional, more active models of learning. The theme is
divided into two categories: 1) student-teacher roles in the blended learning environment
and 2) limited self-regulated learning skills skills. These categories will be discussed in
the following sections.
Student-teacher roles in the blended learning environment. Two interviewees
explicitly expressed a struggle with the shifting roles for participants and the teacher in
this intervention. Throughout this intervention, the teacher’s role shifted from one of
delivering instruction to one of facilitating student progress and providing feedback;
students became responsible for directing conversations about their learning. Lilly asserts
that she had difficulty understanding that school could require her to learn independently
by saying,
At first I didn’t like it. Like that’s not school. You’re supposed to have us
all copy the slides together while you read them to us. Like I’ve never had
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to go over anything on my own first. I don’t think that’s something we’re
supposed to do. And I didn’t understand what to do.
Other interviewees expressed some difficulty with things like remembering to complete
the independent online lessons outside of the classroom and narrowing down what to do
with the content provided in the lessons. For example, Morgan mentioned that starting off
with online lessons on her own at home caused some confusion because “there was so
much information, and I didn’t quite know what I needed to do with it to make it work
for my writing. But then it occurred to me that I could replay and pause things.” Morgan
went on to discuss how that realization that she could pause and replay content helped her
learn to measure her writing and reflect on her progress towards her goal, thereby helping
her learn better self-regulated learning skills skills.
Limited self-regulated learning skills skills. The struggle to adapt to a more
active learning environment highlights some of the participants’ limited self-regulated
learning skills skills, especially at the beginning of the intervention. Participants
demonstrated unfamiliarity with examining pre-assessment result to develop a needsbased goal. When asked about the process of developing a goal, Bella said “so at first I
had like no idea what you meant by that. Like on the survey. I just put stuff because well
because like no one does that.” Participants also demonstrated early struggles with task
analysis, which may be attributed to participants’ confusion over what to do with the
web-based lessons in Google Classroom. Finally, participants expressed difficulty in
examining criteria and exemplars and using them to assess their own work. Some
participants were not even aware of how to read and use a rubric. For example, Bella
stated “I had no idea the bullets in the rubric told you what to put in your work.” Due to
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these limited self-regulated learning skills skills, it could prove more difficult for
participants who are used to a more passive, traditional learning environment.
Theme 3: Goal setting and identification of writing weaknesses led to improvement in
writing skills
Overall, interviewees expressed the most comfort with setting writing goals based
on weaknesses with initial writing drafts. All interviewees successfully created and
explained a goal for their writing, leading to the emergence of theme 3, which suggests
that the goal-setting and task analysis phase of Zimmerman’s model of self-regulated
learning could have led to participants’ improvement in writing skills. Interviewees
attribute the development of writing goals to their ability to focus on one aspect of
writing. For example, Morgan stated “like instead of focusing on just making an A on the
whole essay, I could focus on the little pieces that got me to the A.” Theme 3 is divided
into two categories: 1) self-regulated learning to develop writing skills and 2) goals-based
learning. Both of these categories will be discussed in the following sections.
Self-regulated learning to develop writing skills. Two participants noted that, as
they became more comfortable with self-regulated learning skills, especially goal-setting,
they felt more confident to independently apply their writing skills to other writing tasks.
Morgan said
I had to do a really big biology project last week while I was having to do
your essay too, so I made the project rubric into like five goals and worked
on one thing each night. It made it so easy to know what I needed to do
and what questions to ask and like I was able to pick out a stopping point
for my virtual days.
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In this quote, Morgan illustrates that her ability to break her writing into goals, follow a
rubric, and analyze her work against the rubric helped her improve in her writing skills
across two different subject areas. Another student, Lilly, expressed a similar idea saying
“I had the little checker thing you got me off the internet. And it told me when I had too
much copied words. I rewrote some stuff a lot until it told me it was all my words.” Lilly
was able to learn to use web-based tools to help her monitor and assess the quality of her
writing based on her goal of focusing only on submitting plagiarism-free work. As she
became more competent with her self-regulated learning skills skills, she became better
able to monitor her own writing and analyze her progress towards her goal—in this case
to stop getting write-ups for plagiarism. Finally, as participants developed more
competence with self-regulated learning, they became better able to adjust their writing
process and progress monitoring independently. Bella stated
I like the highlighter thingy because it was like I could see what I needed
and what was missing, but I didn’t like the Google Form thing because I
had to keep flipping back and forth to see where I was so I got lost and
then it was like ugh.
At the beginning of the intervention and prior to the beginning of the unit, Bella did not
do anything academically that was not explicitly instructed by the teacher. As the
intervention progressed, she showed increased awareness of what she needed as a learner
to more effectively achieve her writing goals, allowing her to make decisions for her own
progress monitoring.
Goals-based learning. Two participants also attributed goal-setting to their
ability to apply the writing skills from this intervention to writing tasks from other
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classes. When Morgan realized she could turn all her large-scale assignments into a series
of goals, she excitedly explained in a conference “once I understood that a goal isn’t just
some big thing, it just made my life so much easier so now everything is a goal in my
agenda.” She demonstrated how she had written out small goals for each day of her
virtual learning in her school agenda. This increased willingness to set goals and
improving ability to explain the rationale behind using goals for writing demonstrate an
increased ability to use this phase of self-regulated learning to improve academic writing
skills.
Theme 4: Participants remain critical of self-assessing their writing despite making
progress
Theme 4 addresses the qualitative data trend that interviewees struggle to feel
confident with the self-regulated learning skills skill self-assessment. While all
interviewees demonstrated improvement within their goal area, none of them were
confident in assigning an accurate score for themselves based on the rubric criteria. Some
of this may be attributed to a lack of familiarity with self-assessment, while some of it
may be attributed to interviewees’ need to adjust to more student-driven roles in their
learning. Trevor best describes the student difficulties with self-assessment saying “I just
didn’t feel right giving myself a 4. It just seems arrogant.” Theme 4 specifically deals
with participants’ struggles to confidently assess their own writing. It is divided into two
categories: 1) student confidence in self-assessment and 2) student confidence in writing.
Each category will be discussed in the following sections.
Student confidence in self-assessment. The self-regulated learning skill over
which interviewees expressed the most discomfort is self-assessment. While participants

128

could accurately select the criteria their revisions met or did not meet in order to set and
progress with their goals, they struggled to independently assign an actual rubric score to
their work. This lack of confidence seems to stem from a firmly entrenched definition in
interviewees’ heads that grading is something only the teacher does. As Trevor stated,
“On the rubric, it had all the things for a 4, but I gave myself a 2. I just wasn’t sure
everything was right…I didn’t want to give myself a 4 and then have you grade it lower.”
Participants also struggled with self-assessment initially due to a lack of understanding of
how a rubric works. As Bella said, when asked about her experience using rubrics, a
rubric is “just something the teacher used so I’d get a grade and then my teachers told me
what to fix or I just you know fail and do something else.” Half of interviewees indicated
that self-assessment was the newest concept for them and that, given time to practice,
they felt they could become more confident in this skill. When asked if he might feel
more comfortable with self-assessment with more practice, Trevor said, “I guess, maybe.
I mean this was the first time anyone told me to grade myself...But I also don’t know if
I’d ever give myself a 100 because I just don’t feel ok saying I’m good like that.” In
summary, a lack of familiarity contributed to student difficulty independently completing
self-assessments.
Student confidence in writing. Three interviewees expressed difficulties with
assessing their work because writing is a skill they struggled with significantly in the
past. Lilly, who struggles academically and was unsure of her writing skills throughout
the intervention, said “It isn’t copied anymore. I’m still not sure it’s a good essay, but I
know it’s mine now.” Though she made definite progress with her work, she would not
assign herself anything other than a failing grade. During the final writing conference of
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this intervention, Lilly struggled to assign a self-assessment or select any criteria for her
writing from the rubric, even with guidance. She continued to express dissatisfaction with
her work, despite having made progress towards her goals, citing the fact that she is just
not a good writer. Still other interviewees struggled with self-assessment due to a lack of
confidence with process writing. When the intervention concluded, three interviewees
expressed difficulty assigning scores within their goal area because they felt the essay
was incomplete. Even though participants improved in the skills related to their goal, they
graded themselves poorly in all areas because they did not have time during the
intervention to address all parts of the rubric. As Abner said, “We both know if [I had]
turned that into anyone for real it’s still a fail.” Though Abner met his goal and improved
in his writing, he continued to express that his work was not good enough and that he was
still failing. This lack of confidence with process writing and acknowledging
improvement stems from a focus on final product over improvement and contributed to
student struggles with self-assessment.
Chapter Summary
This section discussed the quantitative and qualitative analysis and findings of the
study. Quantitative data from the teacher-made pre- and post-assessment and the SelfRegulation Formative Questionnaire were analyzed through descriptive statistics and
paired samples t-tests or Wilcoxon signed rank tests, depending on whether data were
normally distributed. Quantitative findings associated with RQ1 demonstrate that, while
the overall increase in mean score between the pre- and post-assessment was not
statistically significant, the overall increase in mean score for the constructed response
portion of the assessment was statistically significant, and participants did experience
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improved writing skills during the intervention. Quantitative findings associated with
RQ2 were not statistically significant. Qualitative data revealed eight themes. These
themes focus on student preference for individualized support and feedback as they work
to develop writing and self-regulated learning skills skills in the blended learning
environment.
The findings of this study indicate that there is statistically significant data from
the pre-and post-assessment to assert that participants increased in their writing skills on
both the multiple-choice and constructed response portions. While the findings from the
survey did not produce any statistically significant quantitative data to attribute an
increase in self-regulated learning skills skills, some evidence from the qualitative data in
the interviews suggests that participants improved their skills in the area of goals-setting,
though they remain uncomfortable with self-assessment.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND LIMITATIONS
The purpose of this action research was to how the supplemental use of face-toface writing conferences combined with digital Google Classroom instruction in a
blended learning environment impacts the writing and self-regulated learning skills of
high school students. Quantitative data revealed an increase in writing skills and an
increase in self-regulated learning skills skills that was not statistically significant.
Qualitative data revealed seven themes which explain the increase in writing and selfregulated learning skills skills. Findings of this study suggest the combination of digital
writing and self-regulated learning skills lessons with face-to-face writing conferences in
a blended learning environment may improve the writing skills of high school students.
This chapter presents the discussion, implications, and limitations of this action research.
Discussion
The quantitative and qualitative data from the study were combined to address the
research questions related to this intervention. In order to situate this study within the
existing body of research, existing literature on writing instruction, blended learning, and
self-regulated learning skills was analyzed to guide these findings. In this section, the
researcher will first discuss findings and existing research related to blended learning and
writing skills, followed by findings and existing research on self-regulated learning.
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Research Question 1: How does the supplemental use of writing conferences in a
blended learning setting affect the writing skills of high school students?
The findings of this study suggest that face-to-face, individualized writing
conferences in a blended learning setting can improve student writing skills. Graham and
colleagues define writing skills as the body of learned material that allow people to
communicate independently and effectively in school, work, or daily life in writing
(Graham and Perin, 2007; Kuihara, et. al., 2009; Mason and Graham, 2008;). Literature
indicates that writing skills can be improved in multiple ways: making the shift away
from instruction that teaches writing as a formulaic product, reinforcing teaching as a
process, providing detailed, targeted feedback, and incorporating authentic, 21st century
skills in writing instruction (Applebee & Langer, 2011; Cutler & Graham, 2008; Graham,
2006; Graham & Perin, 2007; Harris & Graham, 1992a; Kiuhara et al., 2009; Mo et al.,
2014; Schwartz, 2014). The change in scores from the pre-assessment (M = .74, SD =
.72) to the post-assessment (M = = 2.5, SD = .93) indicates that there was statistically
significant gain in writing skills on the constructed response portion of the assessment
during the intervention. These positive results confirm the findings of previous studies on
the incorporation of blended learning into the English/Language Arts curriculum. For
example, in a 2012 action research study into at-risk students and blended learning,
Alvarez (2012) found that failure rates decreased from 59% to 12% once blended
learning was implemented into the ELA classroom. The following sections will discuss
study findings which contributed to the increase in writing skills: 1) individualized
support, 2) opportunities to pre-learn and practice writing skills, and 3) opportunities to
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receive feedback and revise work. These findings will then be discussed in relation to the
results of previously conducted research.
Individualized support. One outcome of the blended learning environment in
this study was the possibility of providing students with individualized support through
writing conferences. Qualitative data from participant interviews suggests that this
individualized support contributed to the increase in writing skills demonstrated in the
pre- and post-assessment. Previous studies have found that student learning of skills may
be more effective when instruction is tailored to individual students’ specific needs. In
their study of high school math classrooms, Meyer and Turner (2002) found that students
who received individualized feedback on their learning progress, as opposed to students
who received whole-group only instruction, learned new skills more quickly and were
better able to retain those skills throughout their education, even in later years. In a
similar study focused on goals-based writing instruction, Flaherty (2019) found that
individualized support in the ELA classroom can lead to deeper learning of skills,
improved motivation to write, and quicker acquisition and better retention of transferable
writing skills. Finally, Alexandre and Enslin (2017) found that the individualized
instruction that can be provided through the implementation of blended learning boosts
academic achievement, especially in math and ELA.
Pre-learn and practice of skills. Another component of the blended learning
environment established for this intervention that may have led to the increase in student
writing skills is the opportunity for students to pre-learn and practice skills before
submitting work for conferencing and submitting drafts. Dudley-Marling and Paugh
(2009) assert that students need extended time in which to independently work on writing
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in order to make sense of both their own ideas and the writing skills they are practicing.
Multiple participants in this intervention indicated that they felt working through the
online lessons and then writing and evaluating their drafts prior to class made their class
and conference time more productive. This finding is supported by previous studies. For
example, Danker (2015) found that students reported significantly increased feelings of
productivity in a blended learning environment, as opposed to a traditional classroom
because they had access to lectures and materials prior to class and that those materials
were readily available for multiple reviews if needed. Some studies have also found that
these opportunities to access, learn, and review material prior to class can make students
more aware of their own prior knowledge and thinking processes, which in turn allows
students to better learn, apply, and articulate skills in academic content (Engin, 2014;
Larsen, 2012). More recently, Hweng et. al. (2020) found that the implementation of
flipped learning is associated with gains in student academic achievement as well as
higher-order thinking ability, in part because of students’ ability to work with
introductory information independently before coming to class to work on application,
evaluation, and synthesis of those skills in class.
Feedback and revision. Another outcome of the intervention highlighted in the
qualitative data is that an increased focus on feedback and revision enabled students to
improve their writing skills. A shift to developing writing instruction that focuses on
process, with an emphasis on revising work, rather than product, which usually
emphasizes formulaic organization and correction of surface-level errors, has been found
to lead to improvements in writing skills (Applebee & Langer, 2011; Cutler & Graham,
2008; Graham, 2006; Graham & Perin, 2007; Harris & Graham, 1992a; Kiuhara et al.,
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2009; Mo et al., 2014; Schwartz, 2014). Multiple studies found that, by shifting to a focus
on the writing process and encouraging revision opportunities, students more effectively
learn higher-order skills in content development and organization, thereby producing
higher quality writing. Graham (2019) asserts that, in order for students’ writing
knowledge to improve, instructional models must provide time for students receive
specific, targeted feedback on their writing, and to revise work to meet requirements.
Research Question 2: How do supplemental writing conferences in a blended
learning environment affect students’ self-regulated learning skills skills?
The findings of the intervention related to student self-regulated learning skills
skills revealed some misalignment. The increase in self-regulated learning skills skills
from the pre-survey to the post-survey was not statistically significant; however, the
qualitative data found through the participant interviews demonstrated some gains in
student self-regulated learning skills, especially in the areas of goal-setting, task analysis,
and progress monitoring. Previous research supports the qualitative data from this study
and suggests that the implementation of blended learning with face-to-face writing
conferences may lead to gains in student self-regulated learning skills skills. Larsen
(2012) and Banditvlai (2016) both found that, due to the independent, digital instruction
offered through blended learning, students have the opportunity to practice self-regulated
learning skills skills, especially in the areas of pacing, time management, and goalsetting; however, previous research has also found that blended learning environments
may be less effective when students do not possess these critical self-regulated learning
skills skills. This is because poor self-regulated learning skills may prevent students from
effectively completing the independent learning component (Banditvlai, 2016;
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Culbertson, 2018). In research that investigates the combination of writing instruction
and self-regulated learning skills instruction, research shows that instructional approaches
where self-regulated learning skills skills like goal-setting and self-assessment were
taught as a supplement for writing skills produced an effect size of 0.50, which was a
greater effect size than instruction where self-regulated learning skills skills were not a
factor (Graham et al., 2012).
Individualized support. Qualitative data from this study indicates that selfregulated learning skills skills were improved because the blended learning environment
afforded students the opportunity to receive individualized support as they learned and
practiced new skills in academic self-regulated learning skills. Several existing studies
indicate that the implementation of blended learning may help boost student selfregulated learning skills skills due to the necessity of applying these skills during
independent online learning, while still affording students face-to-face time to receive
guidance with these skills (Danker, 2015; Engin, 2014; Larsen, 2012). Rasheed et. al.
(2020) found that, in flipped classrooms where students received instruction and support
in self-regulated learning skills skills and academic content, both self-regulated learning
skills and academic skills were increased more than in classrooms that did not offer
students support in developing their skills of self-regulated learning skills. Furthermore,
research on Self-Regulated Strategy Development (SRSD), a model for writing
instruction which encourages the dual teaching of writing strategies and explicit
instruction in self-regulated learning skills skills, indicates that students who receive
explicit, individualized instruction in academic self-regulated learning skills more
effectively learned self-regulated learning skills skills that were transferable to different
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content areas (Ray & Graham, 2019). Furthermore, research suggests the explicit
instruction of self-regulated learning skills skills in a digital learning environment may
enable special needs and language learners to more effectively and equitably access
academic curricula due, in part, to individualized assistance in learning how to practice
goal-setting, self-pacing, and self-assessment.
Goal-setting and identification of weaknesses. Qualitative data from this
intervention also suggests writing conferences in a blended learning environment led to
student gains in the forethought areas of Zimmerman’s model of self-regulated learning
skills, especially in goal-setting (Zimmerman, 2000). This finding is supported by
existing research. Ray and Graham (2019) suggest that the implementation of SRSD
writing instruction, coupled with opportunities for students to practice skills
independently and receive targeted feedback, can lead to increases in student ability to
independently assess their own writing weaknesses and develop goals to address those
weaknesses because students learn how to plan their writing. This was a feature of the
independent, online lessons developed as part of the blended learning unit for this study.
Rasheed et. al. (2020) also found that students in a flipped learning environment learn to
better apply self-regulated learning skills skills, like goal-setting and self-assessment of
needs and weaknesses, better than students in a traditional learning environment because
they must learn to apply those skills independently as part of the independent, digital
portion of their learning.
Transition to active learning. One thing revealed in the qualitative data for this
study is that students struggled somewhat with transitioning from a traditional, passive,
whole group instructional model to a more active, student-driven model. Students
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initially struggled with making decisions for their own learning, analyzing their task to
determine what to do, monitoring their progress, and other self-regulated learning skills
skills. Previous research also suggests that students may initially struggle with this
transition between learning models. Larsen (2012) and Culbertson (2018) both found that
students needed explicit training in self-regulated learning skills, such as time
management, task analysis, and goal-setting, before the implementation of blended
learning in order for the more active learning model to be effective. Other research
indicates that students perform best academically and in their application of selfregulated learning skills when they already possess strong self-regulated learning skills
(Al-Abdullatif, 2020). Other studies suggest that student perceptions of learning as a
traditional, passive environment prevent successful implementation of self-regulated
learning skills or the blended learning model and that time must be invested in training all
stakeholders prior to implementing shifts in learning in order for such interventions to be
successful (Banditvlai, 2016; Larsen, 2012; Simmins et. al, 2020). This previous research
supports the struggle with the transition revealed in this intervention by proposing
possible explanations for the student struggles with adjusting to more active learning
models.
Challenges with self-assessment. The component of self-regulated learning skills
students struggled with most in this intervention was in the area of self-assessment. Prior
research supports this finding. Robbins et. al. (2020) found that, in their implementation
of the flipped learning environment with the writing curriculum, students’ self-regulated
learning skills skills, most notably in the area of self-assessment, decreased except in
environments where peer learning was implemented within the new learning model.
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Furthermore, Orluwene et. al. (2020) found that students best learn skills of self-regulated
learning skills when the learning environment employs a mix of self- and peerassessment, since the opportunity to discuss assessment with peers allows students to
develop a deeper understanding of the processes involved in self-assessment. The
intervention designed for this study did not implement any peer learning opportunities,
which may explain the struggle among students to master skills of self-assessment.
This study offers insight into the use of blended learning and writing conferences
to address student writing and self-regulated learning skills skills. Quantitative and
qualitative findings indicate that blended learning combined with face-to-face writing
conferences may help improve student writing skills as a result of individualized support,
opportunities to pre-learn and practice skills, and a shift to focus on writing as a process
that includes targeted feedback and revision. Qualitative data suggests that this
intervention may also lead to a boost in the self-regulated learning skills skills of goalsetting and progress monitoring, though quantitative data on this research question was
statistically non-significant.
Implications
This study used action research to gather data through mixed methods, and it has
influenced my teaching of writing skills and self-regulated learning with high school
students by prompting a deep analysis of instructional methods and curriculum design. I
have been able to carefully examine aspects of the intervention which worked well to
improve students' writing and self-regulated learning skills skills, as well as some aspects
which did not work well. The findings of this study are significant for future curriculum
design and teaching practice in the areas of blended learning, writing instruction, and the
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incorporation of self-regulated learning into the English curriculum. First, the findings
suggest that the teaching of self-regulated learning skills through a blended learning
environment can lead to an improvement in writing skills. Second, this study has
informed decisions for my classroom instruction as well as for decisions made
department wide with regards to revising the current curriculum. Third, findings may be
used to drive future research or development of writing curricula. The next three sections
will describe 1) personal implications of the study, 2) implications for curriculum design,
and 3) recommendations for future research.
Personal Implications
Through this study, I have found a number of personal implications which will
have a lasting impact on both my academic and professional practice. While there have
been numerous personal implications, this section will focus on discussing 1) lasting
scholarly experiences and 2) teaching practice.
Lasting scholarly experiences. My work on this dissertation has left me with
lasting knowledge in academic research and data analysis. This dissertation has
introduced me to work with statistics and quantitative data analysis, which is an area of
my previous educational experiences that was missing. While there is still significant
room for growth in the area of statistical analysis, I feel confident in my ability to
interpret the results of basic statistical tests thanks to the guidance of my dissertation
chair. Prior to this dissertation process, my comfort with statistical analysis was almost
exclusively limited to examining means and medians. Because of this lack of familiarity
with quantitative data and statistical analysis, I selected a survey for this study based on
the wording of the Likert items and how I felt my students would do with comprehending
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the survey questions, rather than the reliability measures presented in the research. I am
now equipped with an understanding of descriptive statistics, parametric and
nonparametric results, normality, and statistical significance, as well as how these types
of quantitative data are tested, analyzed, and interpreted. I am also better equipped to
select appropriate instruments for use in future studies. This new skill has personal
implications for future scholarly research, as I look forward to being able to add more
analytical depth to any future studies I may be involved with.
This process has also instilled in me a deeper understanding of precise use of
academic terms, theories, and research processes. When I initially approached this
process with my background as an English major, I found that much of the academic
vocabulary was similarly worded or that I paraphrased material imprecisely. I spent a lot
of time in this process misinterpreting educational theories and learning models because I
assumed changing words did not alter the meaning. As a result of this process, I have
learned that, in the realm of educational research, precise and exact wording is critical to
maintaining an accurate explanation of research conducted in this field. It has forced me
to ensure throughout the process that I do not alter meanings or improperly implement a
model or theory by making minor changes in word choice. I have developed a much
better understanding of paying attention to detail as a result.
Teaching practice. This process has also left me with a lasting impression of how
to improve in my practice as a classroom teacher. During the intervention, I was able to
observe how much better equipped students with strong self-regulated learning skills
skills are to succeed in the high school classroom, especially with tasks which require
high levels of independence. I have also been able to observe how many of my students

142

struggle to develop these critical skills. From working on this dissertation, I have a much
clearer idea of how to incorporate thinking and learning skills into my curriculum, and I
have been exposed to new research that has made me increasingly aware that, in order to
better teach my content, I must build in opportunities for students to learn and practice
self-regulated learning skills.
This dissertation process has also afforded me the opportunity to understand what
my students feel when they struggle with academic skills and concepts. For much of this
program, I have felt like I was incapable of getting the process or the wording right, and
that there was a critical part of my education that was missing in order to feel successful.
Through this struggle, I have gained important insight into the struggles of my students
who are not always equipped to verbalize what their struggles are. Because of this, I have
attained critical new empathy skills that will allow me to better serve my future students.
Curriculum Design Implications
This research evaluated the effects of individualized writing conferences in a
blended learning environment on students’ writing and self-regulated learning skills
skills. Both quantitative and qualitative data indicate an increase in writing skills, while
qualitative data supports a slight increase in self-regulated learning skills skills. This data
poses several implications for curriculum design. These implications are most
prominently in the areas of 1) curriculum design and 2) integrating academic content and
self-regulated learning skills instruction.
Curriculum design. The findings of this study can help inform the design of
writing curricula for high school students. The design of this unit featured online, goalsbased writing lessons with face-to-face writing conferences. The unit emphasized writing
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as a process with students developing multiple drafts of a single essay to develop skills.
The change in score from the pre-assessment (M = 1, SD = 1) to the post-assessment (M
= 30, SD = 70) and qualitative data from student interviews indicate that this could be a
good way to deliver writing instruction in a way that improves student writing skills.
However, because this unit lasted only 15 classes, students did not have the opportunity
to develop goals for all writing skills addressed in the South Carolina ELA Standards for
Writing (South Carolina Department of Education, 2015). The implication here is that
designing a writing curriculum that is goals-based and focuses on the writing process will
need to encompass a longer duration of time than traditional writing units. This will
enable students to have time to work through their goals and revise issues with their
writing in order to more effectively apply skills. The data from the intervention also
suggests that student writing skills improve when the curriculum design provides time for
students to discuss their writing and revise work.
Integrating academic content and self-regulated learning skills instruction.
Another implication of this study highlights the need for more teaching of self-regulated
learning skills in advance of implementing the blended learning model. Qualitative data
revealed that students struggled initially with applying self-regulated learning skills,
especially goal-setting, progress monitoring, and self-assessment, because these were not
skills they had previous experience applying. The intervention also leaves room to
speculate that explicitly teaching students to apply academic self-regulated learning skills
to their work may make the transition to more active, student-driven learning models
more effective because students would already be familiar with the skills needed to
successfully complete tasks independently.
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Implications for Future Research
The findings of this study offer implications for future research. This study can be
used as part of the groundwork for future studies in analyzing the impact of self-regulated
learning skills, blended learning, and writing conferences on writing instruction in the
high school setting. These possible implications can be divided into the following
categories: 1) updated curriculum and lasting effects.
Updated curriculum. In accordance with action research (Creswell, 2014;
Mertler, 2017), the curriculum implemented in this study could be improved and tested.
In the previous section, possible changes to the intervention and recommendations for
curriculum design and implementation were discussed. In follow-ups to this study, future
research could implement these changes to analyze the effects of the updated curriculum
on student writing and self-regulated learning skills skills. For example, the study could
be conducted over a longer period of time or in a setting where self-regulated learning
skills skills are a pre-existing part of the curriculum. Additional research could also be
conducted to analyze the effect of the intervention in a writing unit that focuses on
authentic writing tasks rather than a formal essay. Finally, further research could be
conducted into the impact of peer learning on students’ writing and self-regulated
learning skills skills in the blended learning environment.
Lasting effects. Further research into the lasting events of this intervention is
another area for possible future research. The findings of this study suggest that blended
learning with face-to-face writing conferences may help increase student writing skills
and self-regulated learning skills skills in high school students. Further research could be
conducted to determine whether the intervention leads to lasting gains in writing and self-
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regulated learning skills skills. Additional research could also be conducted to investigate
whether the skills acquired through the intervention leads to writing gains in other
content areas or in cross-curricular units.
Limitations
While this study provides insights into possible implications for the
implementation of face-to-face writing conferences in a blended learning environment as
a way to increase student writing and self-regulated learning skills skills, there are a
number of limitations to this study. The limitations present areas to be addressed through
further research. The following limitations will be outlined as they relate to 1)
methodology, 2) context, 3) participants, and 4) the researcher.
Methodology
One limitation associated with this study stems from its classification as action
research. While action research is a systematic research process that employs planning,
action, and reflection (Mertler, 2017), research of this nature is highly contextualized, and
data may not be suitable for generalization beyond the original research setting. Action
research is not intended to produce conclusive results but rather a set of possible solutions
based on observations and data that are applicable to a specific setting (Mertler, 2017).
Furthermore, this study did not employ an experimental research design, which
further limits generalizability of the data. This study followed the ethical concept that all
participants receive the same treatment (Creswell, 2014). Because of these circumstances,
no hypotheses were tested, nor was there a set control environment against which to
measure results. This makes generalization of results problematic due to the possibility of
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unforeseen variables impacting the results. Further research into this topic should include
experimental designs to generate generalizable data.
Another limitation associated with this study stems from the use of the SelfRegulation Formative Questionnaire. It is possible that participants did not have enough
knowledge of self-regulated learning skills or their own learning to accurately respond to
the items on the survey. This could have led to skewed survey data which did not reflect
the actual self-regulated learning skills skills of the participants in this study.
Furthermore, the survey was selected for use in this intervention due to its currency and
the fact that the survey items were phrased to be specific to self-regulated learning skills
in writing and for the age group associated with this intervention. The reliability scores
for the subscales in the survey were low, which could have also led to skewed survey
data. Further research is needed to determine the reliability of the survey, as well as the
reliability in general of using surveys on self-regulated learning skills with this age group,
which might not be aware enough of the metacognitive processes involved with selfregulated learning skills to accurately respond to the survey items.
Participants were informed that they should answer the assessment, survey, and
interview questions honestly and not simply the way they felt I wanted them to; however,
there is no way to know for sure that this occurred. Furthermore, because I was acting as
both researcher and instructor I was a direct participant in all class activities, rather than
an uninvolved observer. It is possible that some interactions were missed over the course
of the intervention while I was working with other students. It is possible to overcome
these limitations by conducting future research with independent instructors and
researchers. Finally, this study used mixed methods to collect data, and as such, features
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qualitative data to inform the study (Creswell, 2014). Interpretations of qualitative data
are subjective and are the result of the researcher examining them through her own
personal lens (Creswell, 2014; Mertler, 2017). While every attempt was made to limit
subjectivity and improve the trustworthiness of the data, it is possible that another
researcher might interpret the qualitative data differently due to his or her own
subjectivities.
Context
Another limitation of this study stems from the lack of baseline knowledge among
between participants’ prior knowledge of writing, self-regulated learning skills, and
familiarity with academic work on the computer. This led to students having different
amounts of face-to-face time in the early phases of the intervention. It also caused some
students to spend more time and cognitive energy early on learning how to navigate the
online lessons and complete the self-regulated learning skills tasks in Google Classroom,
which may have affected their ability to progress with their writing skills.
Participants
Another limitation to this study lies with the participants in the study. The sample
size for this study is limited in size by the course cap. While the demographic makeup
within the pool of participants is fairly evenly distributed in race, ethnicity, and sex, the
sample size is small and not likely to be generalizable beyond the classroom where the
study was conducted. Further research on the effects of blended learning and conferences
on writing and self-regulated learning skills skills with a larger and more diverse group of
participants is necessary in order to acquire generalizable data. Adding more research
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sites and incorporating random sampling should be used in order to improve limitations
related to the sample size.
Another limitation to this study’s participants lies in the stress created for the
participants as they navigated the changes to school during the Covid-19 pandemic. Prior
to the regulations put in place to limit the spread of the virus, many students did not
participate in classes that required any use of technology, and in several cases, students
had no access to internet and very limited proficiency in using technology, like
Chromebooks, for academic purposes. As a result of the pandemic, participants were
faced with the stress of learning to use an entirely new set of skills, materials, and
learning models in order to succeed in school. The students at the school where this study
was conducted had also undergone multiple changes to their class schedules and their
school schedules as the district policies related to the number of days students were in
school face-to-face shifted from two days in a cohort model to three days of in-person
education. Additionally, during the time this study was conducted, the school district was
experiencing a spike in the numbers of students, teachers, and staff being quarantined for
exposure to the virus. The combined effect of all the changes to the school routine and
the uncertainty related to working through the pandemic may have affected the outcomes
of the study.
Conclusions
This research study was devised to examine answers to two research questions:
1. How does the supplemental use of writing conferences in a blended learning setting
with digital Google Classroom instruction affect the writing skills of high school
students?
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2. How do supplemental writing conferences in a blended learning environment with
digital Google Classroom instruction affect students’ self-regulated learning skills?
Findings from the intervention suggest that implementing blended learning into the high
school writing curriculum leads to an increase in both writing skills and self-regulated
learning skills skills for high school students. While more research is certainly needed to
find definitive answers to these questions, this study certainly offers insight into blended
learning, writing conferences, writing skills, and self-regulated learning in high school.
Previous research has highlighted both an extreme need to understand and update how
writing instruction is addressed and a scarcity of research in this area, especially in the
general ELA high school setting and especially in the wake of COVID-19. The pandemic
has caused stark shifts in many of society’s day-to-day functions—not the least of which
is the way students access and learn information, highlighting a need to better implement
digital, independent learning that not only provides students with access to content
knowledge, but also to an understanding of how to learn, self-regulate, and succeed in
21st century life. Written communication and self-regulated learning skills skills are an
integral part of success in academia, the workforce, and daily life, and these are skills
which this study has explored in an attempt to offer insight into better preparing high
school students for life beyond high school.
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APPENDIX A
CONSENT AND ASSENT FORM
UNIVERSITY OF SOUTH CAROLINA
CONSENT TO BE A RESEARCH SUBJECT
Blended Learning and Goals-Based Writing Instruction
KEY INFORMATION ABOUT THIS RESEARCH STUDY:
You are invited to volunteer for a research study conducted by Ashley GallowaySpeight. I am a doctoral candidate in the Department of Curriculum and Instruction, at
the University of South Carolina. The University of South Carolina, Department of
Education is sponsoring this research study. The purpose of this study is to how the
supplemental use of face-to-face writing conferences combined with digital Google
Classroom instruction in a blended learning environment impacts the writing and selfregulated learning skills of high school students. Your student is being asked to
participate in this study because he/she is enrolled in my English 2 CP or English 2 H
class . This study is being done at Strom Thurmond High School and will involve
approximately 25 volunteers.
The following is a short summary of this study to help you decide whether to be a
part of this study. More detailed information is listed later in this form.
The study is expected to last for approximately 15 classes, beginning in September and
ending in mid-October. As part of this study, participants will participate in computerbased writing instruction, goal-setting, self-evaluation, and teacher-student writing
conferences. Students will be asked to revise a single writing multiple times throughout
the study and will not receive a grade on their writing until the study has concluded. This
is so that students can learn to examine feedback to improve, rather than relying on a
numerical grade to determine their skill. Benefits of this study include learning to selfmonitor progress, learning to set goals and make plans for completing large assignments,
feedback that is tailored to each student’s individual needs as a writer, and possibly
improving in writing skills.
PROCEDURES:
If you agree to participate in this study, you will do the following:
1. Take a pre-survey to determine attitudes towards writing and a preassessment to determine writing skills
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2. Self-assess writing using a rubric.
3. Conference with your teacher a minimum of 3 times during the study to
set goals, explain progress, and reflect on the writing process.
4. Revise writing multiple times based on self-assessment and teacher
feedback.
5. Complete a post-survey to determine any changes in attitudes towards
writing and a post-assessment to determine changes in writing skills.
DURATION:
Participation in the study involves 15 classes over a period of 2 months. Each study visit
will last about 100 minutes.
RISKS/DISCOMFORTS:
• Final grades for the writing produced during the study will not be posted until the
study has concluded.
• Students may be asked to work independently to produce or revise writing (may
have less direct instruction for the teacher), which can be unfamiliar and
uncomfortable for some students.
• Students will be asked to continuously revise writing over the course of the study.
BENEFITS:
Taking part in this study could personally benefit you/your child by:
• creating opportunities to learn independently
• learn to use rubrics and models to self-assess writing
• offering tailored, goals-based feedback on writing.
Participating in this study could also inform curriculum decisions at your/your child’s
school.
COLLECTION OF IDENTIFIABLE PRIVATE INFORMATION
Information about you (such as name, grade, schools, etc.) will not be disclosed to
anyone but the teacher/researcher for grading purposes. Names will be removed from
interviews, surveys, and writing samples used in the dissertation. No student’s privacy or
confidentiality will be violated during this study. s
CONFIDENTIALITY OF RECORDS:
Information obtained about you during this research study will remain confidential. Study
information will be securely stored on password-protected computers. Results of this
research study may be published or presented at seminars; however, the report(s) or
presentation(s) will not include your name or other identifying information about you.
VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION:
Participation in this research study is voluntary. You are free not to participate, or to stop
participating at any time, for any reason without negative consequences. In the event that
you do withdraw from this study, the information you have already provided will be kept
in a confidential manner. If you wish to withdraw from the study, please call or email the
principal investigator listed on this form.
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Primary Researcher Contact Information:
If you have any more questions about this study, you can contact Ashley GallowaySpeight at (803) 804-0429 or angalloway@edgefieldcountyschools.org
Concerns about your rights as a research subject are to be directed to, Lisa Johnson,
Assistant Director, Office of Research Compliance, University of South Carolina, 1600
Hampton Street, Suite 414D, Columbia, SC 29208, phone: (803) 777-6670 or email:
LisaJ@mailbox.sc.edu.
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------I have been given a chance to ask questions about this research study. These questions
have been answered to my satisfaction.
Initial:
If I have any more questions about my participation in this study I am to contact Ashley
Galloway-Speight at (803) 275-1768 or angalloway@edgefieldcountyschools.org.
Initial:
I agree to participate in this study. I have been given a copy of this form for my own
records.
Initial:
If you wish to participate, you should sign below.
__________________________________________
Signature of Subject / Participant

_____________
Date

__________________________________________
Signature of Parent/Guardian:

_____________
Date:

__________________________________________
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______________________

INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD FOR HUMAN RESEARCH
DECLARATION of NOT RESEARCH

Ashley Galloway-Speight
136 Sierra Dr
Aiken, SC 29803 USA
Re: Pro00102333
Dear Mrs. Ashley Galloway-Speight:
This is to certify that research study entitled Flipping Writing in High School English: Using Flipped
Learning to Develop Writing Skills and Self-Regulated Learning was reviewed on 8/4/2020 by the Office
of Research Compliance, which is an administrative office that supports the University of South Carolina
Institutional Review Board (USC IRB). The Office of Research Compliance, on behalf of the Institutional
Review Board, has determined that the referenced research study is not subject to the Protection of Human
Subject Regulations in accordance with the Code of Federal Regulations 45 CFR 46 et. seq.

No further oversight by the USC IRB is required. However, the investigator should inform the Office of
Research Compliance prior to making any substantive changes in the research methods, as this may alter
the status of the project and require another review.

If you have questions, contact Lisa M. Johnson at lisaj@mailbox.sc.edu or (803) 777-6670.

Sincerely,
Lisa M. Johnson

ORC Assistant Director and IRB Manager

Signature of Qualified Person Obtaining Consent
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Date:

APPENDIX B
WRITING CONFERENCE GUIDING QUESTIONS
General Questions
1. Tell me about your work on this revision.
2. What are three of the biggest strengths in this draft? You can select indicators
from the rubric if necessary.
3. What was your goal for this draft?
4. What strategies did you review as you worked on this draft?
5. What do you think is the most important revision you made to this draft?
6. How have your revisions changed your work?
Self-Assessment Questions
1. What score did you give yourself in the area of the rubric that addresses your
goal?
2. What indicators on the rubric for your goal did you improve on?
3. What indicators are a struggle for you?
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APPENDIX C
CONTENT DEVELOPMENT INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS
Students will access instructional content from the Classwork section in Google
Classroom by selecting the assignment related to their goal.

To streamline the appearance of the digital learning, students will access only their
checklist from this platform. The checklist (Figure 2 in the Intervention section) appears
below. Once students have selected their competency, they will spend approximately 3045 minutes independently reviewing notes, models, and practice. Each checklist begins
with students setting their goal for the writing session and describing three specific things
they will do to achieve that goal. The checklist has notes and practice for each
competency listed in Figure 1 of the Intervention section. Students are only required to
review the assignments related to their goal; however, they may complete any additional
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tasks they deem necessary to complete their draft. For notes, students will choose either a
short teacher-created how-to video or review notes through Google Slides.

The how-to videos were created using the free teacher’s edition in Moovly and each offer
five steps to producing the video topic. Google Slides was used to develop the slideshow
notes for students who prefer to read notes at a slower pace. Exemplars appear in the next
task for students to work on Students will be able to choose to watch a teacher model of
content development in academic writing or view student samples of varying quality. In
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order to prevent students from simply copying the examples, the models provided are
from a different writing assignment. After examining the exemplars, students will move
on to practicing or applying their learning. Students may choose to skip the practice
assignment if they feel they are ready to begin planning their own writing; however, if a
student submits a draft for conference that does not reflect understanding of the material,
the practice will be assigned as a remediation strategy. All students will be required to
complete the planning assignment related to their goal. The planning assignments require
students to outline content based on the elements presented in the notes. After completing
the planning, students will revisit the draft they began during the pre-test. They will apply
their new learning to their only the part of the draft related to their goal. In other words, a
student whose goal is to write an effective thesis will compose only the thesis for this
session’s writing draft. After completing the draft, students will complete the technologyenhanced reflection before the face-to-face conference. The competencies for content
development and their associated materials are below.
Developing a strong thesis
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Developing thesis driven content
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Adding relevant and sufficient detail
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Writing strong introductions

184

185

Writing Conclusions
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187
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APPENDIX D
WRITING ANALYSIS ADD-ON’S GUIDE
Highlight Tool
Use this Add-On if your goal is related to organization or creating content.
Write your draft.
Click Add-ons on the toolbar.

Select Highlight Tool
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Click Start

Click Highlighter Library

Select the Highlighter Set related to your goal.
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Color code your work using the available sets.

Under Extract Highlights, click by color to check for completion OR by sequence to
check for pattern
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Select current document and click extract

The extraction creates a table to show you a breakdown of your highlights
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Once your highlights are completed, reflect on what you see
Does your work follow the pattern discussed in your lessons?
Are all your elements accounted for?
Are all your elements effective?
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APPENDIX E
ENGLISH 2 WRITING SKILLS ASSESSMENT
1. As the leader of his family, Jessie was unsure what decision to make. Jessie alone had
the legal power to decide whether or not he should sell the 20,000 acres of forest he and
his large family of cousins owned. On the one hand, several of the cousins were firm in
their belief that land is the greatest treasure there is and should never be sold. Some other
cousins did not want to sell the land out of environmental concerns for protecting the
trees and wildlife. But most of his cousins wanted to sell the land because they would
make a lot of money.
Which sentence would work best as a concluding statement to this paragraph?
A) Jessie was troubled by all the sides of the issue.
B) Sometimes families have a hard time getting along, but they make it through.
C) Jessie was not only the leader of the family, but he loved to run marathons.
D) The land in question was very beautiful--pine tree forests, deer and turkey, even a
hidden lake.
2. You have been assigned to compose an expository essay on the migration patterns of
Eastern Europeans to the United States in the 19th century.
Which choice would best function as an introductory sentence for this essay?
A) Immigrants come to America from all over the world.
B) There is a lot of debate about immigration in America.
C) Eastern European American immigrants to America have a rich and storied
history.
D) Most of America’s founding stock was from Western Europe, and many
immigrants have also hailed from this part of the world.
3. You have been assigned an argumentative writing task where you are to defend to use
of cell phones as instructional aids in the classroom.
Which is the BEST example of a precise claim you might make for your argument?
A) Lots of teachers think that students can’t use cell phones in school, but they are
wrong.
B) Cell phones can look up all kinds of information in a matter of seconds, and many
people like to use them to learn about the world they live in.
C) My teacher always tells everybody to put their phones away before we can even
start class because she thinks we’ll just play games all day.
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D) Though many teachers think students will be distracted by using phones, there are
actually a number of ways that phones can be used in the classroom.
4. Many people argue that video games cause young people to become too violent, but
scientific research has not been able to clearly prove that. Some studies say that there is a
clear link between playing violent video games and violent crimes, but other studies say
that there is no link. The debate rages on, and it seems that each time something happens
that involves violence, people on both sides of the issue take to the internet and the
airwaves to make their opinions known. The fact remains that people will continue to
discuss video game violence and wonder at its effect on young people.
Which sentence does not relate to the focus of the paragraph?
A) All of the sentences relate to the focus of the paragraph.
B) Video games can improve hand eye coordination and often prove to be very fun
to play.
C) Some argue that violent images in video games actually cause kids to take violent
action against other people.
D) Some argue that video games give kids a way to work out their aggression
without actually resorting to violence.
5. Music Requirements
Daveed Trellis
Most schools have some sort of fine arts elective requirement that students must complete
in order to graduate. Students often take music appreciation or drawing or sometimes
even dance. I believe, however, that all public schools should require students to learn to
play at least one musical instrument instead of allowing them to take any art elective. I
have many reasons for suggesting this graduation requirement. First and foremost, I
believe that students should be required to learn to play a musical instrument because it is
fun.
Which sentence would add an effective supporting detail to this argument?
A) Practicing an instrument can be a tedious and repetitive task for the person
learning to play.
B) Studies have shown that learning to play a musical instrument improves a person's
ability to memorize material.
C) Musical instruments are very expensive to purchase, and sometimes parents have
to purchase instruments on payment plans.
D) Parents often complain about having to listen to misplayed notes and terrible
squeaks while their child learns to play an instrument.
6. The Olympic Games that people celebrate today are much different from the
Olympics that began in ancient Greece. When the Olympic Games began, only men who
spoke Greek could compete. The ancient Olympics had just a few sports in which athletes
competed. Additionally, the ancient Olympic Games were always held in Greece.
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Although the Olympic Games still include a number of athletic competitions, their
format has greatly changed. Today, both male and female athletes from many different
countries and backgrounds come together to compete in the Games. The Olympics are
held in different cities around the world every four years.
Which of these statements best fits into paragraph 2?
A) Greek mythology says that the Olympics were started by Heracles.
B) Women were not allowed to watch the Olympic Games in ancient Greece.
C) The ancient Olympics included sports such as running and chariot racing.
D) The athletes in the modern Olympic Games compete in many different sports.

7. You are writing a paper about how trolls are portrayed in Norwegian legends, and you
are using the following source:
Howard, Donald. Norwegian Myths and Legends. San Francisco: Little Brown, 1995.
Print.
You are trying to paraphrase the information in the following passage from Howard’s
book in your essay.
In Norway legends, trolls are clearly trouble to all human beings they encounter,
but that does not mean that the trolls are necessarily evil. They might be more
properly characterized as mischievous. Norwegian parents to this day might joke
with a particular naughty child that "you have a little bit of troll inside you,"
indicating that while trolls may cause problems, they aren't horrific, terrifying
monsters. You might even go so far as to claim that some Norwegians have a
fondness for trolls--or at least the idea of them.
Which answer choice is the best paraphrase of the information in this passage?
A) According to author Donald Howard, Norwegians see trolls as somewhat
troublesome, but not particularly as evil or malevolent creatures.
B) Trolls are dangerous, but not particularly evil to most Norwegians who often like
to joke that their children have troll-like traits in their personalities.
C) The author Donald Howard claims that "trolls are clearly trouble to all human
beings they encounter, but that does not mean that the trolls are necessarily evil."
D) In Norway legends, trolls are clearly trouble to all human beings they encounter,
but that does not mean that the trolls are necessarily evil. They might be more
properly characterized as mischievous.
8. You are writing a paper about fashion styles of the 1920’s and using the following
source:
Aglan, Enrique. Looking Good in the 1920's. New York: Harpers, 1975. Print.
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The sentence you want to use from this source is from page 27 and listed below:
"Unaware of the impending stock market crash and future Great Depression of the
1930's, style in the 1920's was marked by an extravagant use of material both in cost
and the actual amount of material used in a dress"
Which answer choice smoothly and correctly integrates this source?
A) "Unaware of the impending stock market crash and future Great Depression of
the 1930's, style in the 1920's was marked by an extravagant use of material both
in cost and the actual amount of material used in a dress" (page 27).
B) In his book, Looking Good in the 1920's, Enrique Aglan marvels over how much
material was used in the manufacture of women's dresses, calling its use
"extravagant" (27).
C) Aglan says that the impending stock market crash and future Great Depression of
the 1930's, style in the 1920's was marked by an extravagant use of material (27).
D) "Unaware of the impending stock market crash and future Great Depression"
Aglan claims the 1920's were a time of extravagant style and use of costly
material.
9. Your math teacher has asked you to write an essay about Fermat's Last Theorem
Which sentence could you use in your essay that has the most appropriate academic
vocabulary and tone?
A) Fermat’s Last Theorem was finally proven after 358 years of efforts in 1994 by
Cambridge professor, Andrew Wiles.
B) There was this French lawyer who came up with what ended up being the world’s
most difficult math problem.
C) The problem in the world that is the way hardest to solve is definitely the one
called Fermat’s Last Theorem
D) There was this man named Andrew Wiles and he was really good at math and
proved Fermat’s Last Theorem.
10. You have been assigned to compose an expository essay about the bluebird's
migratory habits. Given that you must assume a formal tone, which of these choices
would NOT be appropriate to use?
A) The bluebird’s migratory habits are fascinating and complex.
B) Bluebird’s migratory habits differ from those of other birds.
C) If I were a bluebird, what a fantastic and amazing life it would be!
D) Bluebirds migrate to find better weather and more promising resources.
11. Which sentence reads most coherently AND functions best as a thesis statement to a
persuasive essay?
A) Who first came up with the idea of a mandatory draft?

197

B) Because to instill a sense of patriotic duty, a mandatory draft ought to be
reinstated.
C) Although many people believe otherwise, a mandatory draft is or isn’t the best
choice for our times.
D) In order to instill a sense of patriotic duty in our youth, a mandatory draft ought to
be reinstated.
12. Which choice displays appropriate use of parallel structure and correct use of
commas?
A) To boat, to ski, and sunbathing are three activities in which a person can take part
at the lake.
B) To boat, to ski, and to sunbathe, are three activities in which a person can take part
at the lake.
C) To boat, skiing, and to sunbathe, are three activities in which a person can take
part at the lake.
D) Boating, waterskiing, and sunbathing are three activities in which a person can
take part at the lake.
13. Many high school basketball players want to play college ball. Some seek college
scholarships. They must take the ACT. They must score at least a seventeen on the test.
These sentences need to be arranged into one, effective sentence. Which option best
accomplishes this task without changing the writer's original meaning?
A) To play college ball you have to make a high score on the ACT.
B) Basketball players hoping for college scholarships must score at least a seventeen
on the ACT.
C) College scholarships are hard to get, especially if you don't make a high score on
the college entrance exam.
D) If you play basketball in high school and want to play it in college, you have to get
a scholarship and a high score on the ACT.
Constructed Response:
Prompt: Mahatma Gandhi was an Indian lawyer and nationalist who used peaceful protest
to lead India to independence from England. One of his best known sayings is “You must
be the change you wish to see in the world.” What personality traits enable people to
change the world?
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